Dec. 13, 1879. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


121 








Soltcitors’ WFourwnatl. 


LONDON, DECEMBER 13, 1879. 


—_—_ 
a 








CONTENTS. 


urrext TOPics:— 
The Rules under the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 
Remission of Rent by Receivers 
Proposed Changes in the Business at Judges’ Chambers doce 
Costs of Unauthorized Proceedings oe 
Clanses in Judgments continuing Receivers 
Damages against Railway Companies 
Mr. Justice Fry ...esee0 eccccce one coors 
LEADERS :— 
Information as the Basis of Magistrates’ Jurisdiction.. 


CASES OF THE Weer: — 
og parte Early -.--  o. 
Ex parte Bagshaw 
Ex parte Parnall,... 
In re LOgg woe. cccccsececcccceses Seccccccccccetces evecccecece 
Bewley v. Atkinson ....-.+ee0e Os eeereccccess 
Gaskin v. Balls .... 
In re Fairclouth : 
“Nelson v. Dahl...eccsccccccessseseessceces 
The Newbiggin Gas Company v. Armstrong cece cvecceces cree 
Wedderborn v. Pickering ..cseccseecereeceecee eecrccccccecce . 
Dallas v. Bagholt .scccccveessccssece oreeeneseeeee eeecee seeece 
Fowler vy. Murray - 12 
Re Northern Counties of England Fire Insurance —, * 
Mash v. Eads .....06 ecccccccccce PPTTTITITILITT TL r ert + 12 
Millard v. Burroughs... PPPTTTTTTTTITITI LETT itt Tl 
Hawksley v. NN con vcc cnc cs pccescuneaecedsceaqus aed 
In the Matter of _ _ Others.cccccceseve eccccccoccce 
Godden v. Corsten . 
OBITUARY covceceess 
‘SOCIETIES... 
Law STUDENT" ‘s ; JounwaL . ee 
APPOINTMEN15, ETC..++6 eccccereere Orecccs coccccccee covce Ovesses 
‘COMPANIES ..-...ceeee ( eeccccescecececcos sevecececccese 
SOLICITORS’ CASES joccccsececcceveses eeecccccece we cccccccccccce ° 
Caepirors’ CLaIMs ... . 
County CouRrs.... 
Court PareRs .... 
Pustic CompPantEs .. 
Lonpow Gazattss, &c., &c. .. 





CASES REPORTED 1N THE WEEKLY openne 


Banque Franco-Egyptienne v. Lutscher (Ch.Div. Fry, J.) . «ee = 

Berkelby v. Sianéard Discount Company (App.)....-.0+--+seseeee 

Bouchard, Ex parte. In re Moojen (App.) -«.. we 

Brain v. Martell (App.) ee 

Button vy. Woolwich Mutual Building Society (Q.B.Div.)..--.+.++« 136 

Sen. (deceased), In re The Trusts of the Will of John (Ch.Div. ae 
M.). scccccccccccccsece~. ceccevcvccossees Covccccesccesccs 

Daun and another v. Simmins (App. ae Na seevees 

Evans, Ex parte. In mre Watkins (App 

Ford v, Drew (C.P. 

Hayton v. Irwin (C, ». Div. 

“Trotter's a (App.) « 


) ee 
Hall and County Bank, In re. 
Jonesy. Jenes (Ch.Div. V.C.H. 


Kimber, Ex perte. In re Thrift (Ap 

= Mary Hounsell,” The (1879, O. 83. } ery Div.) ccccsee 

‘Queen, The v. Carden (Q.B.Div.). ecqnccecccccoccccsceescsscdcces 133 
Rawlins, In the Goods of (Prob. Div. Jevee.. 139 


ee taeeeeseeessereser 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tr 1s uNpERsToop that the rules under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879, have been drafted, and that as 
little delay as possible will be allowed to elapse before 
they are published. 





THE PREVALENT AGRICULTURAL DEPRESSION has already 
given rise to numerous applications to the judges of the 
‘Chancery Division of the High Court by receivers of 
estates ‘‘ in chancery ”’ for permission to allow a reduc- 
 < rent to tenants, and in many cases directions 

e heen given authorizing a considerable remission of 
tent, either for one or two quarters, or for a longer 





ile 18 expected that the forthcoming rules under the 
Supreme Court of Judicature (Officers) Act, 1879, will 
contain some i t modifications in the practice 
at judges’ chambers. If rumour speaks correctly, the 





masters’ summonses (not being summonses for time only) 
are to be entered in a printed list, and are to be heard 
in consecutive order. "We question the advantage to the 
profession of this change. It will obviously put a stop 
to the convenient modifications enabling solicitors with 
several summonses to have them heard in succession. 
Another proposal, by way of enforcing the filing of 
affidavits used in the Common Law Chambers, is that 
an original affidavit shall not be used as evidence, except 
by leave of the judge. The effect of this will be, of 
course, that all affidavits to be used at judges’ chambers 
will have to be filed before they are used instead of after- 
wards. This change will, it is to be feared, cause ao 
little inconvenience in the case of affidavits sworn or 
arriving by post on the day on which they are to be used, 
Delay is inevitable in getting the copy examined, and 
thus the summons in the list at chambers may be passed 
by before the office copy can be obtained. We under- 
stand that an attempt is proposed to be made to meet 
this inconvenience by opening the office for filing 
affidavits at an earlier hour than at present. How far 
this will provide a remedy for the prospective incon- 
venience remains to be seen. 


Tue Court or Appgeat on Wednesday last established 
a new practice for the Chancery Division with respect to 
the payment of costs of unauthorized proceedings. In 
the Court of Chancery the practice was that, where a 
soliéitor had filed a bill without authority from the plain. 
tiff, hé should be condemned to pay the plaintiff's costs, 
but the ptaintiff—who might have known nothing of 
the procéedings, and, at any rate, was not responsible for 
their institution, and had not been the means of bringing 
the defendant before the court—was condemned to pay the 
defendant’s costs, and was left to his remedy against the 
solicitor who had pretended to act for him (Hood v. 
Phillips, 6 Beav. 176; Wade v. Stanley, 1 J. & W. 674; 
Tarbuck v. Woodcock, 6 Beav. 581). In a case before 
the Court of Appeal on Wednesday last (The Newbiggin- 
on-Sea Gas Company v. Armstrong) the court emphatic- 
ally laid it down that the future practice of the Chancery 
aoaee should be to direct” fhe solicitor who commenced 
Ofized proceedings to pay the costs both of 
the é plaintiff and of the defendant, and that for this pur- 
pose thé @efendant should be served with notice of the 
application with reference to costs. 





Ir wit se uszruL for practitioners in the Chancery 
Division to know that a receiver appointed in an acti 
does not cease to be a receiver by reason of a decree 
judgment being made. It has been a common practi 
during many years for counsel, in drawing minutes of 
proposed judgment, to insert a clause continuing the 
receiver. In the case of Cruse v. Smith, which was 
before the Court of Appeal atLificoln’s-inn on Wednes- 
day last, it was sought to charge a solicitor with 
negligence in the conduct of an action, on the ground, 
amongst other things, that in drawing up a 
judgment he had not provided for the continuance of 
the receiver. And this contention would appear to have 
had some plausibility, for, when the matter came before 
the Chief Clerk at chambers, he required the parties to 
take out a summons and to obtain an order to 
continue the receiver. The Court of Appeal, however, 
ruled that this was not necessary; that a receiver 
who has been appointed, as the Master of the Rolls 
termed it, as a ‘‘full receiver’’—that is, not as 
an ‘‘ interim receiver ’—remains receiver until he is dis- 
charged, and is liable so long as his recognizance remains 
in force. The learned judge referred to a in the 
4th edition of Seton on Decrees (p. 412), which runs as 
follows :—*‘‘ It has been usual to continue the receiver 
at the hearing, but there appears to be no foundation for 
the notion that the powers and authority of a receiver 
cease at the hearing if not then continued ;” and he said 
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that he quite concurred in that view. Otherwise when 
it was necessary to continue a receiver, by reason of a 
judgment being taken in the action, fresh security must 
be given, and fresh expense incurred. Looking at 
the matter from a common sense point of view 
this appears to be correct. How the practice arose of 
putting into a judgment a clause continuing a receiver 
cannot probably be now ascertained, but the point to be 
remembered is, that if there ever was any occasion for 
it, that occasion no longer exists. 


Ir HAS BEEN STATED that the case of Phillips v. London 
and South-Western Railway Company, in which the 
Common Pleas Division refused a new trial applied for 
on the ground of misdirection and excessive damages, 
will probably go to the House of Lords. It will be 
remembered that Dr. Phillips was a London physician in 
large practice, and having sued for injuries by a collision 
and recovered £7,000, had himself obtained a new trial 
(see 27 W. R. 797, L. R. 4 Q. B. D. 406) on the ground of 
inadequacy of damages; and at the second trial the jury, 
under the direction of Lord Coleridge, awarded the sum 
of £16,000, the largest damages, so far as we know, that 
a railway company has ever been forced by a jury to pay. 
Even in the celebrated case of Pymv. Great Northern 
Railway Company (10 W. R. 737), the jury awarded 
only £13,000, which the court afterwards reduced to 
£9,000. Although, perhaps, exception might be taken 
to the direction of Lord Coleridge, on the ground that 
the gifts of wealthy patients were too remote to be taken 
into account, we believe the principle of Rowley v. 
London and North-Western Railway Company (21 W. R. 
869), and other cases under Lord Campbell’s Act, must 
ultimately be affirmed. That principle is simply that 


the jury must take all the cif¢t{mstances into considera- 
tion, and without attempting to give the full amount of 
a perfect compensation, give-what damages they think 


proper. But—independently of the merits of Dr. 
Phillips’ case—there is little doubt that the capricious- 
ness of juries presses somewhat hardly upon railway 
companies. In 1865 the Royal Commission on Railways, 
while recommending that railway companies should be 
absolutely responsible for all injuries arising from the 
conveyance of passengers, except those arising from their 
own negligence, recommended also that their liability 
should be limited ‘‘ within a maximum amount of com- 
pensation for each class of fares, and that any passenger 
should be entitled to require from the company any 
additional amount of insurance he might desire, on pay- 
ing for it according to a fixed tariff.” The limitation of 
liability already exists in the case of passengers by what 
arecalled ‘“‘ workmen’s trains” which are run by the metro- 
politan companies under their special Acts. (See, for in- 
stance, the Great Eastern Railway [Metropolitan Station 
and Railways] Act, 1864, 27 & 28 Vict. c. ccxci., s. 80.) 
The limit is usually one hundred pounds, and the com- 
pensation is determinable “by an arbitrator to be ap- 
pointed by the Board of Trade and not otherwise.” In 
this latter respect the Regulation of Railways Act, 
1868, provides, by section 25, that, “where a person has 
‘been injured or killed by an accident on a railway, the 
Board of Trade, upon application in writing made jointly 
by the company from whom compensation is claimed, and 
the person if he is injured, or his representatives if he 
is killed, may, if they think fit, appoint an arbitrator, 
who shall determine the compensation (if any) to be paid 
by the company”—an enactment which, from the pro- 
verbial unwillingness of plaintiff and defendant to make 
“joint” applications to anybody, has proved a dead 
letter. 





Ir WILL BE OBSERVED that alterations have been made 
which will relieve Mr. Justice Fry from the duty of 
going on circuit; it may therefore be assumed that the 
full strength of the Chancery Division will be available 
during the whole of the Hilary Sittings. 
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INFORMATION AS THE BASIS OF MAGI3S.. 
TRATES’ JURISDICTION. 


Tue case of The Queen v. Hughes (L. R. 4 Q. B. D; 
614) decides a point of considerable importance with 
regard to proceedings before magistrates. The facts 
were as follows :—A police-constable procured a wars. 
rant to be illegally issued, without a written informa- 
tion or oath, for the arrest of a man named Stanley, 
on the charge of assaulting and obstructing him in the 
exercise of his duty. Upon such warrant Stanley was 
arrested and brought before justices, and was, without ob. 
jection, tried by them and convicted of an assault on the 
police-constable in the exercise of his duty. The 
policeman was afterwards indicted for perjury committed 
on the trial of Stanley, and convicted. It was held, 
by the Court of Criminal Appeal (Kelly, C.B., dissenting) 
that: he was rightly convicted, notwithstanding that. 
there’ was neither written information nor oath to- 
justify the issue of the warrant; and that the 
justices had jurisdiction to hear the charge against 
Stanley, though the warrant upon which the accused 
was brought before them was invalid. The question 
that arose here was whether the magistrates had juris- 
diction. to hear the charge upon which Stanley was 
brought before them, not whether the conviction against 
him was valid. Hawkins, J., expressed it as his opinion 
that ‘Stanley had probably been wrongly convicted 
because the magistrates convicted him on a charge 
that never was made against him. He was charged 
with an indictable misdemeanour under 24 & 25 Vict. 
c. 100, whereas the magistrates convicted him sum- 
marily, apparently under 34 & 35 Vict. c. 112. But 
the question was whether the evidence of the policeman 
was given on an investigation which: the magistrates 
had jurisdiction to hold, and the evidence was taken on 
the charge of the indictable misdemeanour. The fact 
that the magistrates subsequently, instead of committing 
the defendant for trial, proceeded to convict him sum- 
marily, could not affect the question. If the policemar 
gave his evidence on a charge which the magistrates 
had jurisdiction to hear, then the conviction for perjury 
was right. 

Now, though the question arising in this case has 
been .at various times made the subject of discussion, 
and was at one time considered more or less a doubtful 
one; it really turns on very simple considerations. ° It is 
laid down in Paley on Convictions that “in all summary 
proceedings of a penal nature there should be an infor- 
mation or complaint, which is the basis of all the subse- 
quent proceedings, and without which the justice is not 
authorized in intermeddling except when he is em- 
powered by the statute to convict on view. As, on the 
one hand, the information is not invalidated by reason of 
the statements being false, so, on the other, it cannot be 
rendered valid by the testimony offered in support of it, 
for the office of the evidence is to prove, not to supply, 
a legal charge.” This exposition of the law is not in the 
least affected by the decision in The Queen v. Hughes. 
A definite charge must be made before the magistrates 
of some offence in order to give them jurisdiction. The 
confusion that has arisen in the matter would appear to 
have been in not distinguishing between the information 
as the basis of the summons or warrant to compel appear- 
ance, and the information as the basis of the jurisdiction 
to hear the case, the defendant having appeared. 
The information in The Queen v. Hughes was ‘in-- 
valid as the basis of proceedings to compel ‘appear- 
ance by way of warrant. But it has’ been constantly 
held that the necessity for a summons’ may be 
waived, and if the defendant appear voluntarily to the 
information, the conviction is good. (Paley, pp. 88, 97, 
and cases there cited.) This shows that the steps taken - 
to procure appearance form no part of the process that is 
necessary to give, the magistrates jurisdiction to try & 
defendant actually before them. Of course, if a defendant 
does not appear, in order that a conviction against him in 
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his absence anay be good, due steps to procure his appear- 
ancemust have been taken. Now, it has been often held 
that there is no necessity that the information should be 
in writing or on oath, unless the statute under which the 
charge is made requires it, or unless a warrant is to be 
jgued. All that is necessary to give jurisdiction is a 
yerbal information. That being so, the defendant being 
rightly or wrongly, before the magistrates, an information 
for anything over which they have jurisdiction may be 
preferred against him. 

It will occur at once to everyone that it is a monstrous 
thing that a defendant should be compelled to defend 
himself against a charge that he has not come prepared 
tomeet; but the court, in giving judgment, carefully 
provided for that difficulty. It is clear that it is the 
duty of the magistrates in such a case, if the defendant 
applies for an adjournment, to adjourn the case, and if 
they did not, their conviction would, no doubt, be 
quashed as invalid, not because not based on an informa- 
tin, but because they would have disregarded the 
common rules of justice that ought to regulate the pro- 
ceedingsof every tribunal. The case, as we have above put 
it—summarizing in effect the judgments—seems really 
almost too clear for argument, but it all depends on the 
proposition that no written information was necessary. 
It was contended, however, by the prisoner's counsel, 
that Jarvis’s Act makes a written information necessary ; 
but the judges gave no weight to the contention, holding 
that the matter was concluded by authority. 

We cannot help thinking that if the law be that no 
information in writing is necessary, the law ought to be 
altered. In proceedings before a tribunal of so informal 
a character as a court of petty sessions, the existence of 
a definite charge ought to be secured by making it 
essential that the nature of the charge should be com- 
nitted to writing before the evidence is gone into. This 
is quite apart from the substance of the question 
involved in The Queen v. Hughes, which was whether 
the prisoner’s having been illegally compelled to appear, 
prevented the magistrates having jurisdiction. The 
looseness that appears to have characterized the pro- 
ceedings in this case, where the prisoner being charged 
with one offence the magistrates convicted of another, 
shows the desirability of imposing the observance of 
certain legal forms upon tribunals exercising summary 
jurisdiction. ‘The severity of construction to which the 
records of summary proceedings were formerly exposed 
was mischievous and absurd, but it is possible to go too 
far in the other direction. It seems to us always 
desirable that a charge should be, to some extent, 
formulated in writing before it is heard. We do not 
mean after the manner of an indictment, nor are we 
much enamoured of the usual technical form of informa- 
tion. But it seems to us that it should be ascertained, 
before the hearing, under what enactment the defendant 
is to be proceeded against, and some brief description of 
the nature of the charge should be recorded in writing, 
80 as to define the offence. 








The Central Law Journal notices a case in New York» 
Re Coppers (deceased), where an application was made for a 
peremptory srandamus directing the burial of the deceased in 
& Catholic cemetery where he had purchased a lot and had 
expressed in his life a desire to be buried. This the trustees 
had refused to permit, on the ground that the deceased was a 
non-Catholic and a Freemason, and that by the laws of the 
Sssociation Freemasons and non-Catholics were not allowed 
to be interred therein. The Supreme Court granted the 
mandamus, holding that ‘a party who deals with a corporate 

y in matters of contract, and pays his money for property 
or rights which it assumes to couvey without restriction, is 
not bound to know of articles of faith or private regulations 
of the corporate body which will make the purchase valueless 

the written grant of no avail.” A contrary doctrine, 
said the court, “ would unsettle well-established principles, 





FARM LEASES. 
IV. 


We have now reached the practical part of our inquiry. 
We may assume that, under existing circumstances, 
owners of land are desirous of leaving their tenants as- 
free from cultivation restrictions as possible. But how 
far can the safeguards against deterioration of the land, 
which, as we have seen, have been slowly built up during 
the lapse of centuries, be abandoned with safety? In 
order to answer this question it is necessary to consider 
in some detail the provisions relating to cultivation which 
are ordinarily inserted in farm leases. 
With regard to two of these provisions there can, we- 
think, be little difference of opinion as to the advisability 
of retaining them. The covenant binding the tenant to 
lay and spread on the farm all thé manure produced ; 
thereon is, we should suppose, in no way disadvantageous 
to him, for farmyard manure is obviously most economi- 
cally applied near to the place where it is produced. 
Restrictions on ploughing up old grass land, again, are 
in general necessary for the protection of the landlord ; 
for to plough up such land is (on most soils) to lessen_’ 
considerably the letting value of the farm. On soils- 
specially fitted for the growth of artificial grasses, it will 
be to the interest of landlords and tenants alike to adapt 
their agreements on this point to the circumstances of 
the case. 
Covenants binding the tenant to consume on the, 
farm all hay, straw, and green crops produced thereon © 
rest on a different footing. They appear to have 
survived from a time when the purchase of feeding 
stuffs and artificial manures was unknown. It was 
reasonable then to provide against any diminution of the 
fodder by the consumption of which alone the fertility 
of the farm could be kept up; but to prohibit the tenant 
now from selling off his produce, when it will often pay 
him much better to do so and to buy manure than to 
consume the produce at home, is to debar him from carry-_ 
ing on his business to the greatest advantage. Is there 
adequate reason to justify this prohibition? All that is 
required for the protection of the landlord is that for all 
produce sold off the tenant shall bring back a full 
equivalent in manurial value, either in the shape of 
manure or feeding stuffs. The practical question is how 
to insure that this equivalent shall actually be retarned. 
An obvious suggestion is that the tenant should be bound 
to produce, for the inspection of the landlord, vouchers 
for all sales of produce and receipts for all purchases of 
manure or feeding stuffs. It may be objected that this 
would leave a considerable loophole for fraud on the 
part of dishonest tenants; for how could the landlord 
ascertain that the vouchers produced really covered all 
the sales which had taken place? So long as it is known 
in a neighbourhood that a tenant is prohibited from 
selling off his hay, &c., without the landlord’s consent, 
any sale or carrying off of produce is observed, and 
rumours of it are likely to reach the ears of the landlord 
or his agent; but when it is known that the tenant has 
absolute liberty to sell off produce, no remark will be 
occasioned by his doing so, and no information will he 
conveyed to the landlord. It is notoriously difficult for 
the most experienced agriculturalist to estimate accu- 
rately the amount of produce on a farm at the beginning 
of winter; hence, it may be said, the landlord will have 
no means of testing the accuracy of the tenant’s state- 
ments as to the amount of produce sold off. The 
answer to this appears to be that from the general con- 
dition of the farm, combined with the amount of expendi- 
ture on artificial manure proved by receipts, and the 
amountof dung from time to time in the farmyard, 
a landlord or agent who has his eyes open will be 
able to form a tolerably accurate idea as to whether 
the tenant is honestly fulfilling his engagement to. 
bring back a full equivalent in manurial value for 
produce sold off. What remains then is to provide 





and especially that one which declares that a writing is pre- 
sumed to contain the entire agreement of the parties.” 





protection for a landlord who, by these means, has satisfied: 
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himself that his tenant is not carrying out his agreement ; 
and this might be done by providing that, after notice in 
writing, given by the landlord to the tenant at any time 
during the tenancy, the latter shall not carry off any more 
produce until after he has given written notice by regis- 
tered letter of the description and amount of such 
produce to the landlord or his agent, and that 
for every load (or other quantity) of hay or other pro- 
duce carried off in contravention of this provision, the 
tenant shall pay, as liquidated damages, a large sum. 
This would appear to provide the landlord with a suf- 
ficient check, for after his suspicions have been aroused, 
and any sale of produce without previous notice to him 
has been prohibited, it would be very difficult for the 
tenant to carry off produce without being soner or later 
detected, and detection would practically mean the inflic- 
tion of a heavy fine. The landlord could probably be 
trusted not to give the prohibitory notice without good 
reason, or to withdraw it on being satisfied that his 

suspicions were unfounded. 

The actual form of the provisions we suggest, so far as 
regards the specification of the equivalent in manurial 
value to be brought back, would require to be settled by 
a practical farmer, but we imagine that some such 
provision as that half the selling value of the produce 
sold should be expended in the purchase of dung or 
town manure, bones, or good artificial manure, or in 
linseed or cotton or rape cake, beans, or peas, would 
suffice. Of course, feeding stuffs of less manurial value 
than those above specified, should either be excluded, or 
the proportion of money to be spent on them should be 
increased. 

With regard to covenants prescribing a particular 
rotation of crops, there is more difficulty in arriving at a 
generalconclusion. It seems to be admitted that on soils 
known in agricultural language as “ strong land,’ the 
restrictions as to cropping are inconvenient and in- 
jurious to the tenant without being necessarily advan- 
tageous tothe landlord. It does not seem reasonable, for 
instance, to compel such a tenant in every fourth 
or fifth year to grow roots (an uncertain and 
unprofitable crop op such land) instead of growing an 
extra white crop—say of barley—which could be best 
grown, and (as Mr. Lawes has shown) if suitably 
manured, without deterioration to the land. On light soils, 
on the other hand, it is, we believe, the fact that a four- 
course system of husbandry is generally the best mode 
of cultivation, and some system of rotation is probably 
necessary in order toprevent such land from deteriorating. 
But even on these soils it is obviously undesirable to 
restrict the tenant from making the most money he 
can on his farm, if only the landlord can be insured 
against the land being impoverished. The question of 
whether this can be done, and if so, how it can be done, 
must be left for discussion next week. 








At the Mansion-house Police Court on Friday the resigna- 
bon was announced, after five years’ service, of Mr. J. 

ranville Layard, the assistant clerk at the justice-room of 
_ Ghe Mansion-house. Mr. Layard retires in order to practise 
tas a solicitor ; and his resignation occasions much regret to 
those presiding in and practising before the Court. The 
appointment vacated is in the gift of the Court of Alder- 
men. 


An inquest was held at Cockermouth, on Tuesday, on the 
body of Henry Philip Wicks, solicitor of that town, who met 
with his death on Sunday under melancholy circumstances, He 
resided some little distance from Cockermouth, and was in the 
habit of taking a short cut into town by crossing a private 
bridge over the River Derwent, belonging to Messrs. Harris 
and Son. There isan iron gate with spikes at one end of 
this bridge, which is locked on Saturday night and over 
Sunday. Mr. Wicks appears to have been climbing this 
gate when by some means he impaled himself upon one of 
this spikes. He bled to death in less than half-an-hour, A 
verdict of accidental death was returned, 


——$——_— 
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DIARIES. 


Partripvce & Coorgr’s ANNUAL Diary For 1880, 

Partripck & Coorsr’s Octavo Scrimatine Dugy py, 
1880. 

Parrrioce & Coorer’s Fouo Scrippuine Diagy yo: 
1880. 


These scribbling diaries are certainly a marvel oj 
cheapness. The folio diary contains fifty-six pages, folio 
size, interleaved with blotting paper, for one shilling. The 
annual diary is printed on good paper and bound in 
cloth for the same price. 

We have also received a copy of the Remembrancer, 
for hanging up in offices, published by Partridge ¢ 
Cooper, containing the month, date, and day of week, with 
notes of the events of the day. 





Tue Lecat Pocket-Book AND CALENDAR. 
piled by Atrrep Layton. 
Layton. 


Thereisa wonderful amount of legal and other informa. 
tion very well put together in the introduction to this 
pocket-book, and the paper for the diary is of excellent 
quality. 


1880. Com. 
Waterlow Brothers ¢ 








Cases of the deck. 


LiqumpaTION PETITION—REGISTRATION OF RESOLUTIONS 
—Desror’s STATEMENT—SMALL AMOUNT OF AsszETs— 
Bona Fives OF CreEviroRS—Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 5, 
125—Banxruptcy Ruxes, 1870, rr. 295, 301.—In a case 
of Ex parte Early, before the Court of Appeal on the 4th 
inst., a question arose as to the registration of liquidation 
resolutions. The debtor, a trader, filed a liquidation 
petition on the 25th of July. The first meeting of the 
creditors was held on the llth of August. The statement 
of affairs produced by the debtor showed that his debts 
amounted to £534 and his assets to £85. His assets con- 
sisted entirely of goods, the whole of which had been 
seized by the sheriff under an execution issued by a judg. 
ment creditor named Early. This execution had been 
issued after the filing of the petition, but an injunction to 
restrain the proceedings under it had been granted. ‘Ihe 
creditors resolved to accept a composition. At the second 
meeting this resolution was not confirmed, but a liquida 
tion by arrangement was resolved on. The registration of the 
resolution was refused on the ground of an informality in 
the proceedings, but leave was given to summon a Irsh 
first meeting of the creditors. This meeting was held on 
the 29th of October. The injunction against Early had 
been continued from time to time, but had expired belore 
the 29th of October, and the sheriff had sold the whole of 
the debtor’s goods for £85. At the meeting the debtor pro- 
duced the same statement of affairs which he had produced 
at the meeting on the 11th of August. The creditors resolved 
ona liquidation by arrangement, and gave the debtor animme- 
diate discharge. There were but five creditors, and Karly was 
the only dissentient. He opposed the registration of the resola- 
tions, but the registrar ordered them to be registered. On the 
appeal it was contended that the statement of affairs pro- 
duced at the meeting of the 29th of October was, on tle 
face of it, an insufficient one, because the nature and amount 
of the debtor’s assets and liabilities must of neceasity have 
changed between August and October. Moreover, it was 
said that, looking at the amount of the assets compared 
with that of the liabilities, the proceedings were an abuse 
of the procedure of the court, and the resolutions could 
not have been passed lond fide in the interest of the 
creditors, but must have been passed solely in the interest 
of the debtor ; reliance being placed on the cases of Ex parte 
Staff (23 W. R. 950, L. R. 20 Eq. 275), Ex parte Sir W. 
Russell (23 W. R. 817, L. R. 10 ch. 255), Hx parte Aaronson 
(26 W. R. 470, L. R. 7 Ch, D. 713), and Bx parte Hope 





(L. R. 9 Ch. D. 398). The court (James, BagoAuiay, and 
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“‘TyxstceR, L.JJ.) affirmed the registrar’s decision. James, 
L.J., said that the assets were very small, and in the result 
would probably produce nothing for anyone. But the 
eal contest was whether the execution creditor should take 
all the assets, or whether they should be equally distributed 
among all the creditors. The debtor might well honestly 
think that they should be distributed equally, and the 
other creditors might well have thought that they should 
havea share. It was impossible to say that the proceed- 
ings showed ex facie any abuse of the procedure, or any 
fraudulent use of the power of the majority. The statement 
of the debtor's affairs appeared to be an honest one. There 
was no evidence of any change in the state of his affairs 
between August and October. It would have been the 
easiest thing in the world to have asked him at the meeting 
whether there had been any such change. 





Banxrurrcy—LiquipaTroN—SEcuRED CREDITOR—PROOF 
—VorTinec—VaLvaTION oF SecurIry—ForFE£ITURE OR ABAN- 
DONMENT—BANKRuptcy Act, 1869, ss. 16, 40—Bankrvuptcy 
Ruizs, 1870, er. 99, 100, 136, 272.—In a case of Ex parte 
Bagshaw, before the Court of Appeal on the 4th inst, the 
question was raised whether a secured creditor, who, in 
proving his debt in the bankruptcy or liquidation of his 
debtor, by mistake omits to mention a part of his security, 
is entirely precluded from afterwards claiming the security 
which he has omitted, or from applying to the court to have 
his proof reformed. One Ker filed a liquidation petition 
on the 6th of June, andon the 27th of June the first meet- 
ing of the creditors was held, and a liquidation by 
arrangement was resolved upon. One Bagshaw held a 
mortgage on a leasehold house of the debtor to secure 
£4,000 and interest. Early in June he advertised the 
property for sale by auction on the 26th of June. The 
particulars of sale stated that the fixtures, according to an 
inventory to be produced at the time of sale, were to be 
taken at a valuation in the usual way. On the 18th of 
June the solicitors of the receiver, who had been appointed 
under the petition, wrote to Bagshaw’s solicitors that these 
fixtures were not included in the mortgage, and were part 
of Ker’s estate. Bagshaw’s solicitors replied that it was 
not their intention to include the fixtures in the sale, and 
that they would arrange for their withdrawal at the 
auction. At the auction on the 26th of June the auction- 
eer withdrew the fixtures, and the house was sold for 
£3,000. At the creditors’ meeting on the 27th of June 
Bagshaw tendered a proof for £4,385, as due to him on 
the mortgage, stating in his affidavit that he had no secu- 
rity for his debt except the property comprised in the 
mortgage, which had been sold the previous day for 
£8,000. His proof was admitted for £1,385, the balance 
of the mortgage debt, and he voted at the meeting in 
respect oi that sum. Afterwards the trustee (the same 
person who bad been receiver) sold the fixtures to the 
purchaser of the house for £220. Bagshaw then set up a 
claim to the £220, on the ground that the fixtures were 
included in the mortgage. Among other objections to his 
claim, it was urged that, by his proof and voting in respect 
of it, he had abandoned or forfeited any security he might 
have had beyond the £3,000, the value of the house ; 
reliance being placed on the cases of Ex parte Ashworth 
422 W. R. 925, L. R. 18 Eq. 705) and Ex parte King (23 
W. R. 681, L. R. 20 Eq. 273). The court (James, Bac- 
GALLAY, and THEstcER, L.JJ.) were of opinion, upon the 
facts of the case, that there had been no mistake on the 
part of the creditor, but that the fixtures had been uncondi- 
tionally withdrawn from the sale, and that the proof had 
‘been deliberately made on the footing that the creditor 
was only entitled to security op the value of the house. 
James, L.J., intimated that it might at some future time 
require further consideration whether Ex parte Ashworth 
and Ex parte King bad been rightly decided, and whether 
there is any positive rule that a mortgagee who has made a 
mistake in his proof cannot, on making a proper applica- 
tion, have it corrected. Baacatuay, L.J., said that he 
was by no means disposed to say that a mortgagee could 
in no case be allowed to remodel his proof. On the con- 
trary, his lordship thought that he cuuld do so in a proper 
©ase and on proper terms. But that could only be on the 
_— that be had acted on a mistake throughont. 

ESIGER, L.J., said that, if he had seen clearly that the 
mortgagee had made a mistake in his proof, and had un- 


designedly shut himself out from a part of his security, he 
should have been disposed to help him. He thought that 
the case could be distinguished from Ex parte Ashworth . 
and Ex parte King, even assuming that those cases were 
not open to reconsideration. Bat in the present case his 
lordship thought that the original intention was to give up 
the claim to the fixtures altogether. 





MortGacor AnD MortcacrEE—TRruvstTeE IN BANKRUPTCY 
—PROCEEDINGS To IMPEACH SEcurRITy—Cosrts.—In a case 
of Ex parte Parnall, before the Court of Appeal on the 
4th inst., proceedings had been taken unsuccessfully by 
a trastee in a liquidation to impeach a bill of sale which had 
been given by the debtor. These proceedings took place 
partly in an action at law, and partly in the Bankruptcy 
Court. The mortgagee obtained in the action an order for 
the payment of his costs as between party and party. He 
afterwards claimed to be paid his extra costs in the action, 
his full costs of the proceedings in the Court of Bankruptcy, 
and his charges and expenses, out of the proceeds of the 
mortgaged property. The court (James, BAGGALLAY, aod 
Tuesicer, L.JJ.) disallowed the claim. James, L.J., said 
that the rule is that, when a mortgagee defends the title to } 
the mortgaged property for the benefit of all the persons 
interested iu it, he is entitled to his costs, charges, and ex- | 
penses in the same way as a trustee. But that rule had | 
never been applied to direct litigation between mortgagor 
and mortgagee. In such a case the mortgagee was entitled 
to party and party costs, and to nothing more. That was 
the case in a foreclosure or redemption action, and it was 
equally so in the present case. 


“ 





PRACTICE—ApvaNcING APPEAL IN Bangkruptcy—AD- 
JUDICATION oR ReEGiIsTRATION oF LiquipaTiIon RESOLU- 
TIoNS.—In a case of In re Loog, an application was, on the 
4th inst., made to the Court of Appeal to advance the hear- 
ing of an appeal relating to the registration of resolutions 
passed under a liquidation petition. The court (JaMEs, 
Baceattay, and Tuesicer, L.JJ.) said that the application 
was unnecessary, inasmuch as a general direction had been 
recently given that all appeals relating to adjudications and 
to the registration of resolutions under liquidation petitions 
shall have priority. 


Licgut—‘‘ ConsENT oR AGREEMENT IN WritinG’’—Pre- 
scription Act (2 & 3 Witt. 4, c. 71), s. 3.—On the 5th 
inst. the Court of Appeal (James, BaGGALiay, and THESIGER, 
L.JJ.) affirmed the decision of Hall, V.C., in the case of 
Bewley v. Atkinson (27 W. R. 452). The action was 
brought to restrain an alleged obstruction by the defendant 
of the plaintiff's ancient lights. The defence was that the 
lights had been enjoyed under, and by virtue of, an agree- 
ment entered into in the year 1814 between one Kirkbride, 
a predecessor in title of the plaintiff, and one Spencer, a 
predecessor in title of the defendant, The agreement relied 
on was a written document by which Kirkbride declared 
that the windows in question “are put out and remain 
upon the leave or indulgence of the said H. Spencer, and 
that I will, upon the request of him, or his héirs or assigns, 
to be made at any time hereafter, wall and block up the 
same, and in the meantime, until such request is made as 

eed, I hereby promise to pay unto the said H. Spencer, 
his heirs and assigns, the sum of 6d. yearly, and every year, 
in consideration of such indulgence.”’ This document was 
signed by Kirkbride alone. The evidence showed that the 
rent of 6d. had been paid up to the year 1859. The defend- 
ant commenced to block up the windows in 1877. The 
plaintiff alleged that neither he nor his immediate prede- 
cessor in title, who was a bond fide purchaser for value, ever 
knew of the document in question until it was set up ia 
justification. The main question in this case was whether, 
within ‘he meaning of section 3 of the Act, 2 & $ Will. 4, 
c. 71, the lights in question had been enjoyed “by some 
consent-or agreement, expressly made or given for that pur- 
pose by deed or writing.” Hall, V.C., held that the right 
iven by the document in question was not limited in 

uration to the life of Kirkbride; that there was a 
sufficient consent or agreement in writing, within the mean- 
ing of the Act, though the document was signed only by the 
person to whom the licence was given ; and that, at any 





rate, the agreement was one which would be enforced by a 
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court of equity. This decision was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal on all the points. 





Manparory Insunction—BreacH or Burtpine Cove- 
NANT—PULLING DOWN CoMPLETED BuiLDINc—JUDICATURE 
Act, 1873, s. 25, suB-sEcTION 8.—In a case of Gaskin v. 
Bails, before the Court of Appeal on the 5th inst., the 
action was brought for a mandatory injunction to compel the 
removal of buildings which had been erected in breach of a 

ovenant entered into on the sale of an estate in lots for 
building purposes. Part of the buildings complained of bad 
been erected more than six years before the commencement of 
the action by the defendant’s predecessor in title, and no 
complaint had been made at the time. The remainder of the 
buildings had been erected quite recently by the defendant 
himself. Bacon, ¥.C., had granted the injunction asked for 
as to both the buildings. The Court of Appeal (JAmegs, 
Baccatuay, and Tuxsicer, L.JJ.) discharged the injunction 
so far as it related to that part of the buildings which had 
been erected more than six years before the action. THESIGER, 
L.J., said that, as a general rule, a mandatory injunction 
ought not to be granted where no complaint has been made 
befcre the completion of the buildings. And, though the 
Judicature Act has enlarged the power of the court as to the 
granting of injunctions, the principles on which the court 
will act remains the same, 


Lunacy Recuiation Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 86), 8. 
12 — Summary JourispicTion — Amount or Lwvwnaric’s 
Prorerty.—In a case of In ve Faircloth, before Baggallay, 
L.J., on the 6th inst. the question arose whether, in 
estimating the amount of « lunatic’s property, for the 
purpose of determining whether it falls below £1,000, so as 
to give the court a summary jurisdiction under the provisions 
of section 12 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1862, sums due 
in respect of the past maintenance of the lunatic may be 
deducted from the gross value of the property. BaGGALiay, 
L.J., held that the deduction might be made, observing that, 
upon a comparison of all the reports of In re Adams (12 
W. R. 291, 4 DeG. J. & S. 182, 9 L. T. N.S. 626, 3 N. R. 
339, 10 Jor. N. S. 137). he considered the decision of Lord 
Westbury, in that case, to be an authority in favour of 
making the deduction. 


——_ 


Cuartrer-Party—FReicut—InrerEest—3 & 4 Witt. 4, 
c. 42, s. 28.—In a case of Nelson v. Dahl, before the Court 
of Appeal on the 8th inst., an application was made to vary 
the minutes of the judgment. The action was brought to 
recover freight and demurrage due under a charter-party. 
The plaintiffs succeeded in the Court of Appeal, but in the 
minutes of the judgment as settled by the registrar, no pro- 
vision was made for giving interest on the freight. It was 
urged that the freight was, by virtue of the charter-party, 
payable at a certain time, and that consequently, under 
section 28 of the Act 3 & 4 Will, 4, c. 42, the plaintiffs were 
entitled to interest on it. The court (JAmEs, Baccatuay, 
and Brett, 1..JJ.) held that there was no right to interest, 
except from the date of the judgment. Brert, L.J., said 
that in a common law action for freight the judgment was 
always for the freight without interest. The statute did not 
apply, for the freight was payable on delivery of the cargo, 
and that was not a time certain within the meaning of the 
Act. The plaintiffs could not alter their rights by bringing 
the action in the Chancery Division instead of in one of the 
common law divisions, 





PracticE—ActTioN BRouGHT BY SOLICITOR WITHOUT 
AvrHority or Nominat Piaintirr—Costs—Liasility oF 
Sorictrorn—Form or OrpDER—JupicaTuRE Act, 1873.—In 
a case of The Newbiggin Gas Company v. Armstrong, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 10th inst., the question arose 
which was raised before the Master of the Rolls recently in 
the case of Nurse v. Durnford (ante, p. 88). Fry, J., had, 
upon the motion of the plaintiffs, ordered the solicitor, who 
had issued the writ, to pay their costs of the action, on 
the ground that he had issued the writ in their name with- 
out their authority. The Court of Appeal (JesseL, M.R., 
and James and Brett, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision upon 
the facts. And Jessr1, M.R., said that, under the old prac- 
tice of the Court of Chancery, the defendant was not 


| 
had to get his costs from the plaintiff, and then the plain. 
tiff had to get them over from the solicitor. The rognlt 
was that the nominal plaintiff, who had never given an 
authority to use his name in the action, might have 
to pay a large sum for the defendant’s costs, and might, 
by reason of the insolvency of the aolicitor, bg 
unable to recover it. On the other hand, the practice in the 
courts of common law was to serve the defendant with noticg 
of the application, and to order the solicitor to pay the costs 
of both plaintiff and defendant. Now, under the Jadicature 
Act, it was for the court to say which practice ought to be 
followed. And his lordship had no hesitation in saying that 
which he had already said at the Rolls, though not with 
the same authority as he now said it in the Court of Appeal, 
that the common law practice was founded on natural justice, 
and ought to be followed for the fature. James, L.J., said 
that it must be understood that the common law practice ig 
to be observed in future. Brett, L.J., said he was ye 
glad to hear the Master of the Rolls affirm what he had 
himself often said since the Judicature Act came into opera. 
tion, that in questions of practice that practice which, 
upon consideration, appears to be the best ought to prevail, 





PRACTICE—TRIAL BY JUDGE WiTHOuT A JuRY—DIsORE- 
TION—AOCTION NOT SUITABLE For TRIAL BY JURY—N OTICE BY 
DEFENDANT OF TRIAL BY A JURY—RULEs oF Corrt, 1875— 
Orp. 36, Rr. 8, 26.—In a case of Wedderburn v. Pickers 
ing, before the Master of the Rolls on the 5th inst., a motion 
was made by the plaintiff, under ord. 36, r. 26, that, not. 
withstanding the notice of trial before a jury given by the 
defendants, the trial might take place before the judge with- 
outa jury. The action was one to obtain possession of the 
site of an old wall taken by the defendants and built upon 
or about to be built upon by them; to restrain the defendants 
from trespassing upon such site, and from interfering with a 
right of way claimed by the plaintiff ; and for damages. The 
plaintiff had given notice of trial before the judge without a 
jury, and the defendants then, under ord. 36, r. 3, gave 
notice of trial before a jury. The defendants in their affi- 
davit in opposition to the motion stated that a view of the 
premises was essential for a determination of the issues in 
the case, that the premises were situated within a hundred 
yards of the assize court at Leeds where the trial would be 
held, and that all the witnesses were resident at Leeds, 
They also stated that the expense of a trial in Leeds would be 
much less than of atrial in London. The plaintiff, in answer, 
said that no view would be necessary, as the locus in quo could 
be sufficiently understood from some photographs which had 
been taken before the premises had been altered by the 
defendants for the purposes of an interlocutory application. 
The plaintiff also alleged that the issues would entirely 
depend on an examination of the various deeds and the plans 
attached to the conveyances. JxESSEL, M.R., said 
that he was very unwilling to interfere with the right 
given to persons by the Judicature Act to have their cases tried} 
by a jury, and he also considered that no judge should take: 
away that right from mere caprice, or because he might him- 
self think a jury not the best tribunal. He quite approved 
of what Hall, V.C., said in Clark v. Cookson (L. R. 2 Ch, D. 
747), that rule 26 of order 36 was framed “* to meet cases which 
would under the old system have been tried in the Chancery 
Division, and which might be considered by reason of 
involving a mixture of law and fact, or from great complexity, 
or otherwise, not capable of being conveniently tried before 
a jury.” In the present case, the action—he might almost 
call it a conveyancing action—depended on the construction 
of certain deeds and plans, and could be far better determined! 
by a judge than by a judge and jury. In reference to the 
question of a view, he thought the photographs which had in 
fact been prepared by the defendant would give the judge 
quite as good an idea as any view. Then, on the question of 
expense, he was by no means sure that, looking at the whole: 
course of the action, the liability to its being made a remanet 
and to the liability to motions for a new trial, he did not 
think a trial in London would be more expensive, where, 
moreover, thecase would be quickly hpard, and probably with 
one appeal only. He should, therefore, exercise the discretion 
given him by rule 26 in favour of the plaintiff. The costs. 


sion. 








served with notice of an application of this kind, and he 











would be costs in the action, as it was a fair case for discus 
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EquirasLE MortGAGEE—PossEssion — Mortcace oF 
TRE—MANAGER—ForRM oF OrpER.—In a case of 
Dallas v. Bagholt, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
Sth inst.. a question arose as to the order an equitable 
mortgagee of # theatre and properties was entitled to where 
she desired to take sag ey of the theatre and to carry on 
the same, and where the court had already appointed a 
n receiver, and one of the mortgagees manager, of the 
‘mortgaged property. The mortgagee appointed manager had 
gefused the receiver admittance to the theatre, and a motion 
was now made to commit him for his contempt, and the 
actual contempt was not, in fact, denied. The motion also 
extended to restrain the two mortgagors from interfering 
with the receiver, and asked that possession might be given 
‘to the mortgagee. The contention on the part of the mort- 
e manager was that, inasmuch as the court had 
already appointed him manager, it could not alter the order 
0 as to give the plaintiff possession, to which, moreover, he 
was not entitled. The plaintiff desired to continue the 
theatre open, and offered to do so at his own risk. JESSEL, 
"M.R., was of opinion that the proper order to make would 
oe to appoint the receiver also manager, and the defendant 
smust at once give him possession of the theatre. The order 
had not yet been drawn up, and, therefore, he could alter it; 
‘but even if it had been drawn up the manager would only 
have been appointed “until further order,” and he could 
now appoint another manager. The plaintiff must, how- 
ever, undertake to be personally responsible for any loss to 
othe defendants occasioned by his keeping open the theatre. 


PRACTICE—SALE out oF Court By RECEIVER—SALE TO 
“ONE OF THE PARTIES TO THE ACTION—MOTION IN THE 
Action To Enrorce THE Sate.—lIn a case of Fowler v. 
Murray, before the Master of the Rolls, on the 5th 
sinst., the receiver in the action had, by the authority of all 
the parties, sold the partnership property by public auction, 


and the plaintiff was declared the purchaser. Subsequently 
sthe defendant declined to complete, on the ground of some 
fresh arrangement with the receiver, which had not been 
carried out. The plaintiff now moved in the action that the 
sale might be confirmed, and that the defendant might be 
ordered to complete, and that he might be at liberty to pay 
the purchase-money into court. The objection was taken 
that the motion was irregular as being to confirm a sale 
out of court, and that an action for specific performance of 
the agreement was necessary. JEssEL, M.R., said he 
should be sorry if he had not jurisdiction to confirm a sale 
‘between the parties to an action, all of whom were sui juris. 
“He considered he had ample power to make the order asked 
for, the parties all being before him, and he should accord- 
ingly do so with costs. 


ComranY—WInpinG uP By Hic Courr—Previous Pr- 
TITION IN PALATINE Courr—JvRISDICTION TO REFER PETI- 
TION TO PaLATINE Court.—In the case of Re Northern 
Counties of England Fire Insurance Company, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 6th inst., a petition was pre- 
~sented by a creditor for a winding-up order, and a previous 
petition for a similar object had been presented to the 

‘Palatine Court. The creditor who had presented the 
Palatine petition opposed the petition before the Master of 
the Rolls, and submitted that the proper course was to 

Tefuse that petition and refer the matter to the Palatine 
Court for a winding up. The company had commenced an 

- action in the court of Malins, V.C., to restrain the pro- 
ceedings in the Palatine Court, on the ground of their 
solvency, and that the petitioner's debt was disputed, but 
Malins, V.C., refused the motion, being unwilling to inter- 
fere with the proceedings in the Palatine Court. JzsseEx, 
M.R., said he should have been glad to refer the proceedings 
to the Palatine Court, but he did not consider he had any 
‘power todo so. As all the advertisements for the petition 

ad been issued, and the other necessary steps taken for a 
winding-up petition in his court, he did not think he should 
be justified in refusing the petition, and he should therefore 
make the usual compulsory order to wind up the company. 


ee 


Mortgace—Power or SaLE—SAbE AFTER PAYMENT OF 
Morteace Dest, BUT BEFORE TRANSFER.—In a case of 


was brought to set aside a sale which had been made under 
@ power of sale in a mortgage, it being alleged that the 
sale had been made at an undervalue, and otherwise im- 
properly. One point taken was this. The sale was made, 
by a person who had paid off the original mortgagee, but 
who had not actually obtained a transfer of the mortgage. 
And it was contended that, in such a.state of circumstances, 
the power of sale was suspended—that it could not be 
exercised by a person who had not become a legal trans- 
feree or assign of the mortgage. Fry, J., overruled the 
objection, on the ground that, after payment of the mort- 
gage debt, the original mort was a mere trustee of the 
power for the person whe had paid him off, and was bound 
to exercise it at his direction. The action was dismissed 
on its merits. 





Costs—TAxaTION—APPLICATION TO Revigw—Morion 
or Summons.—In a case of Millard v. Burroughs, an 
application was made to Fry, J., on the 8th inst., by way of 
motion, to review the taxing master’s taxation of costs, and 
the question was raised whether the application ought to 
not to have been made by summons, The action had been 
transferred to Fry, J., for the purpose of trial, and had been 
tried by him, and he held that it was more convenient that 
the application should be made to him, than io the judge to 
whom the action was originally attached, and that it was 
properly made by way of motion. 






PracticE—ALTERNATIVE PLEADING—LIBEL—JUSTIFICA- 
TION AND PayMeENT InTO Court.—In Hawksley v. Brad- 
shaw application was made to the Queen’s Bench Division, 
on the 4th inst., to set aside an order made by Field, J., 
at chambers. The action was for libel in a newspaper. 
The defendant, in his statement of defence, admitted the 
publication of the words, but denied the inuendo imputed 
to them, and said that the statements were true and a fair 
comment on a public man ; in the alternative he said that he 
had publicly apologized in his newspaper for the statements, 
if they were defamatory, which he did not admit they were, 
and finally paid forty shillings into court, Master Hodgson 
had ordered the alternative plea of apology and payment into 
court to be struck out. On appeal from his order to Field, 
J., that judge allowed the plea to stand, and it was from this 
decision that the plaintiff now appealed. For the defendant, 
it was urged that, under the Judicature Acts and Orders, 
several inconsistent matters might now be pleaded in a state- 
ment of defence. The court would not interfere, or strike out 
any matter, except such as was embarrassing or scandalous, 
which was not the case here. Reliance was placed on 
Berdan v. Greenwood (26 W. R. 902, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 51) as 
an authority in favour of this contention. The court 
(Cocxsurn, C.J., and Manisty, J.) were of opizion that 
justification and an apology and payment into court could 
not be pleaded simultaneously. Moreover, in this case the 
statement of defence was calculated to embarrass the plaintiff, 
and, on that ground also, the plea of payment must be struck 
out. 


ReEvisinc BaRrisTER — NecLect OR ReEFvsAL To 
State a Cass—Recistration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 26) s. 37—Written Notice. To REVISING 
BARRISTER — CONDITION PrecEDENT — ReEGIsTRATION 
Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 18) s. 42.—In the Matier of 
Bane and others, before the Common Pleas Division 
on the 8th inst., was a case‘ in which a rule had 
been obtained calling upon a revising barrister to show 
cause why he should not state.a case under 41 & 42 Vict. 
c. 26, s. 37, which provides that, if any person feels ag- 
grieved by a revising barrister neglecting or refusing to state 
a case, he may, within one month after suck neglect or 
refasal, apply to the High Court of Justice, upon affidavit of 
the facts, for arule calling upon the revising barrister to show 
eause why a rule should not be made directing the appeal to 
be entertained and the case to be stated. An affidavit was 
produced in court made by the revising barrister, and also 
contradictory ones made by solicitors acting for the voters 
concerned. The following were the points involved in the 
case :—(1) Whether the application for a rule calling on the 
revising barrister to show cause was made within one month 
after the alleged refusal, as required by section 37 of last 





Mash vy. Eads, before Fry, J., on the 8th inst., the action 


year’s Registration Act, (2) Whether the above-mentioned 
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conflicting affidavits between the revising barrister and the 
different solicitors should be admitted or not. (3) Whether 
a written notice of appeal against the revising barrister's 
decision, mentioned in 6 & 7 Vict. c. 18, 8. 42 (but admitted 
not to have been given in this case), was a condition 
precedent to the revising barrister being called upon to state 
a case, The court (Grove and Lopzs, JJ.) rested their 
judgment chiefly upon the first point, and dismissed the 
appeal, with costs, upon the ground that the application for 
a rule was made too late—.¢., more than a month after the 
neglect or refusal of the revising barrister to state a case. 
As to the second point, the court refused to allow the con- 
flicting affidavits. Such a course, they said, would bring 
the office of revising barrister into contempt, and shake 
confidence in one who was in the position of a judge, and 
whose mere word should, therefore, suffice. The third point 
was not necessary to the determining this case, but the court 
gave an extra-judicia! opinion upon it, on account of its im- 
portance. They held that,on the proper construction of 
6 & 7 Vict. c. 18, s. 42, a written notice of appeal was a 
condition precedent to the revising barrister stating a 
case. 





Pracrice—Wrir Sprcratty InpoRsED—DEMAND OF 
PARTICULARS BY DEFENDANT.—Godden v. Corsten, before 
the Common Pleas Division on the 8th inst., was an 
appeal from chambers. The amount alleged to be due was 
specially indorsed on the writ, and credit was given for 
£61 odd for work, and £180 odd for materials. The de- 
fendant demanded particulars of these amounts to enable 
him to include a counter-claim in his statement of defence. 
A master decided that the plaintiff need not give the par- 
ticulars asked for; Lopes, J. reversed this decision, and 
ordered particulars to be given. The court (Lorp Couz- 
Ripge, C.J., and Linpiey, J.) affirmed the decision of 
Lape J., holding that the cases on the subject decided 

‘ore the Judicature Act did not now apply. 





Obituary. 


MR. THOMAS KINGDON KINGDON, Q.C. 


Mr. Thomas Kingdon Kingdon, Q.C., Recorder of Bristol, 
died at bis residence, 3, Clarendon-road, Kensington, on the 
2nd inst, after a somewhat long illness, at the age of 67. 
Mr. Kingdon was born in 1812, and was educated at Exeter 
College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Litere 
Humaniores in 1834. He practised for many years as a 
special pleader, and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Hilary Term, 1848, when he joined the Western Circuit. 
Mr. Kingdon had a high reputation as a pleader, and bis 
chambers were much resorted to by students, the present Mr. 
Justice Field being one of his former pupils. He became a 
Queen’s Counsel in 1866, and had a fair share of leading 
business on circuit, being a very sound Jawyer, though with- 
out any pretence to eloquence. In 1872, he succeeded Mr. 
Bere, Q.C. (the present judge of the Cornwall County 
Courts) as recorder of the city of Bristol, which office he 
retained until hisdeath. He was also judge of the Tolzey 
Court of that city. 





* It is stated that Mr. Charles Greville Prideaux, Q.C., of 
the Western Circuit, has been appointed to the recorder- 
ship of Bristol, vacant by the death of Mr. Kingdon, Q.C.; 
that the recordership of Exeter, held by Mr. Prideaux, has 
been conferred upon Mr. A. J. H. Collins, Q.C.; and that 
Mr. G. D. Warry has been nominated to the recordership of 
Portsmouth in place of the late Mr. Serjeant Cox. 


On Tuesday, at the Middlesex Sessions, Charles Blake, a 
solicitor at Newport, Monmouthshire, was charged with 
having obtained £100 from Eugene Wason, a solicitor at 
62, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and also having attempted to obtain 
by false pretences £500 from the same person under circum- 
stances which we have previously stated. The jury found 
the prisoner guilty, but strongly recommended him to mercy, 
and he was sentenced by Mr. Prentice to six months’ im- 


—$— , 


Hacieties. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of 
this association was held at the Law Lustitution, Chanc ery.. 
lane, London, on Wednesday, the 10th inst., the following 
directors being present :— Messrs. Sidney Smith (in the ch air 
Asker (Norwich), Brook, Hedger, Mellersh (Godalmi s 
Paterson, Pennington, Rickman, Roscoe, and YV, y 
(Chelmsford); Mr. Hiffe, secretary. A sum of £215 was 
distributed in grants of relief to necessitous members of the 


admitted, and other general business transacted. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held gt 
the hall of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
on Thursday, December 4, the following being present, 
viz.. Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Boodle, 


Tylee, and A. B. Carpenter (secretary), two new members 
were elected, and the ordinary general business was. 
transacted. 





“Law Stuvent’s Sournal. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A joint debate between the members of the above society 
and the members of the Law Students’ Debating Society, was 
held at Clement’s-inn Hall, on the evening of Wednesday 
lest, when the subject for discussion was ‘‘Is it desirable to 
establish a system of compulsory registration of title to 
land.” Messrs. C. Parsons and R. 6. Templer, of the 
United Law Students’ Society, respectively opened and 
seconded the motion in the affirmative, while Messrs. H. G, 
Bower and A. E. Hemsley, of the Law Students’ Debating 
Society, replied and seconded the negative. An animated dis- 
cussion ensued, in which Messrs. T. Bateman Napier (Law 
Students’ Debating Society), A. D. Maclaren (United Law 
Students’ Society), and Neale (Law Students’ Debating 
Society) supported, and Messrs. W. C. Owen (United Law 
Students’ Society) and D. A’B. Collyer (United Law 
Students’ Society) opposed the motion. Mr. C. Parsons 
replied, and the chairman, Mr. W. Dowson, having summed 
up, the motion was put to the vote, and lost by a majority: 
of four votes. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the above society was held in the Law 
Library on Tuesday evening, December 2, Mr. W. H. Stan- 
bury in the chair. After the election of new members, and 
the passing of a resolution entitling honorary members of the 
society for five years after becoming barristers or solicitors 
to the same privileges of removing books from the library 
as ordinary members, on payment of a slightly increased 
subscription, a debate took place on the following moot 
point :—‘ Is a purchaser of rea! estate bound by a condition 
of sale which requires him to admit facts which the vendor 
knows to be untrue?”—Best v. Hamand, 48 L. J. Ch, 
503 ; on appeal, 23 Soxicitors’ JounNaL, p. 754, 27 W. R. 
742, L, R.12 Ch. D.1; Broad v. Munton, 27 W. R. 547; 
on appeal 23 Soxicitors' JournaL, pp. 557, 815 (article), 
27 W. R. 826, L. R. 12 Ch. D. 131. The speakers on the 
affirmative were Messrs. I. M. Whitehouse, jun., Steere, 
and Freeman, and on the negative Messrs, O'Connor, 
Hayes, and B. Smith. After a summing up by the chair- 


man the question was put and pon in the negative. A 
vote of thanks to the chairman conc 


uded the meeting. 











prisonment, with hard labour. 


profession and their families; eleven new members were. 


Burges, Burt, Clabon, Finch, Hedger, Scadding, Styan,. 
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Appaintntents, Ete. 


Mr. Jonn Dunnineton Fiercuer, barrister, has been 

inted Deputy-Assistant Judge of the Middlesex Sessions, 

jn succession to the late Mr. Serjeant Cox. Mr. Fletcher is 

an M.A. of Christ’s College, Cambridge, and he was called to 

the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1845. He 

ises on the Northern Circuit, and is a magistrate for 
Widdlesex. 

Mr. BenzamMin HARFIELD, solicitor, has been appointed 
Deputy-Coroner for Southampton, his father, Mr, Robert 
Hariield, being coroner for the borough. 

Mr. Toomas Freperick Ivens, solicitor (of the firm of 
Ivens & Morton), of Kidderminster, has been elected Ulerk 
to the Kidderminster Burial Board, in succession to Mr. 

Saunders, deocased. Mr. Ivens was admitted a 


policitor in 1859. 

Mr. Freperick ARTHUR LITTLE, solicitor and notary, of 
Bombay, has been appointed to act as Government Solicitor 
and Public Prosecutor for the Bombay Presidency. 

Sir Cuartes Sarcent, Knight, one of the judges of the 
High Court of Judicature at Bombay, has been appointed to 
act as Chief Justice of Bombay, during the absence of Sir 
Michael Roberts Westropp. Sir C. Sargent is the youngest 
gon of the late Mr. William Sargent, and he was born in 
1821. He was formerly fellow of Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, where he graduated as fifth wrangler in 1843. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1848, 
and he practised for several years in the Court of Chancery. 
He was appointed a member of the Supreme Council of 
Justice of the Ionian Islands in 1858, and Chief Justice of 
the Ionian Islands in 1860, when he received the honour of 
knighthood. He has beena Puisne Judge of the Bombay 
High Court since 1866. 

Mr. Witt1am M. Scwaruies, barrister, has been 
appointed a Police Magistrate for the Town of 

adras. Mr. Scharleib was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1865, and has been 
for several years assistant secretary to the Judicial and 
Legislative Departments of the Madras Government. 

Mr. Leorric Tempus, Q.C., succeeds Mr. Fletcher as 
Deputy-Recorder of Liverpool. Mr. Temple is the son of 
the late Mr. Christopher Temple, Q.C., Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Durham, and judge of county courts in 
Lancashire. He was called to the bar at Linco!n’s-inn in 
Easter Term, 1843, and is a member of the Northern 
Circuit. He was, for several years, one of the revising 
barristers for Lancashire, and became a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1872. Mr. Temple is a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. He 
is the author (jointly with the late Mr. Tompson Chitty) of a 
work on “The Law of Carriers,” and he was one of the 
editors of the last editions of “ Chitty’s Precedents of Plead- 
ing.’ 

Mr. Joun Cuartes Warnks, solicitor (of the firm of 
Lawton & Warnes), of Eye, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Hartismere Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, 
Raral Sanitary Authority, and School Attendance Com- 
mittee, and also Superintendent Registrar for the district 
of Hartismere, 

*,* In our issue of the 15th ult., Mr. Thomas Stephenson, 
solicitor, is stated to have been chosen Mayor of Beverley. 
The gentleman elected to the above office is Thomas Stephen- 
son, Ksq., of Beverley, who is nos connected with the firm of 
Eldridge & Stephenson. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Richard Hunter, Joun Hunter, Epmunp Cuitp 
Haynes, AntTaUR JoHN CAMPBELL GwatkKIN, and Ropert 
Lewin Hunver, solicitors, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn 
(Hunters, Gwatkin, & Haynes). October 1. (Gazette, 
December 5.) 


Masket, Wittram Peace, Henry ACKERLEY, and 
Witttam APPLETON, solicitors, Wigan (Peace, Ackerley, & 
Appleton), so far as the said William Appleton is concerned. 
November 7, Maskell William Peace and Henry Ackerley 
for the future will carry on the business on their own 
Sccourt under the firm of Peace, Ackerley, & Co. (Gazette, 


Water James Scorrand Epwarp W1k10s, solicitors, 
North Walsham (Scott & Wilkins). November 29, 
(Gazette, December 9.) 





Compantes. l 


WINDING.UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock CoMPANIEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

British MINIWG AND MILLine Company, Limirep.—Petition for wind- 

ing up, presented Dec 3, directed to be heard before the M.R., cn 

Dec 13. Musgrave, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for tye vetitioner 

Exeaz Sitver Leap Mivinc Company, Limirep.—Petition for wind- 

ing up, presented Nov 29, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 

Dec 13. Jones and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agants for Hughes and 

Sons, Aberystwith, solicitors for the petitiouer 

TynemootH Aquagium aND WINTER GaRDeN Company, LiwiTep.— 

V.C. Hall has fixed Dec 15, at 12, at his chambers, for the appoint- 

ment of an official liquidator 

Wreck Recovery AND SaLvace Company, Limitep.—Petition for wind- 

ing up, presented Dec 2, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on 

Dec 5. Hewlett, Essex st, Strand, solicitor for the petitioner 

(Gazette, Dec. 5.] 

Cromer Waterworks Company, Limitrep.—Petition for winding up, 

presented Dec 5, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Dec 19. 

Carritt and Son, Fenchurch st, agents for Hansell, Norwich, soliciter 

for the petitioners 

Stare Company, LiurreD.—The M.R. has fixed Dec 19, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

(Gazette, Dec. 9.] 
County PatatiIne oF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

WHOLESALE Stores, Limirep.—By an order mada by the V.C., dated 
Dec 1, it was ordered that the voluatary winding up of the above 
stores be continued, and that James Eckersley, Hanging Ditch, 
Manchester, ve appointed to act jointly with Charles Fairclough, as 
additional liquidator, Hulme and Co, Manchester, solicitors tor the 


petitioner 
[ Gazette, Dec. 9.] 





Solicitors’ Cages. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Before Grove and Lopgs, JJ.) 

Dec. 11.—Re a Solicitor. 


In this matter a rule had been granted, at the instance of - 
the Incorporated Law Society, calling upon the solicitor to 
show cause why he should not be struck off the roll, upon 
the ground that he had been convicted at the Birmingham 
Quarter Sessions for obtaining money by false pretences, 
and sentenced to three months’ hard labour. 

Murray now moved that this rule should be made abso- 
lute, and stated that the solicitor had written to Mr. Justice 
Grove asking that the case might stand over until he was 
released from prison in January next. This application he 
(Mr. Murray) was instructed to oppose. 

Grove, J.—If such a precedent were once established, 
solicitors who are sent to prison for a criminal offence would 
practically have an indefinite time for showing cause. 

Murray.—And there is no precedent for such an applica- 
tion ; in fact, there is authority against it. 

Lorgs, J.—And there would be this inconvenience, that 
a solicitor whilst he was in prison could carry on his pro- 
fession by means of a clerk. 

Murray.—Many inconveniences would arise from this 
course being adopted, and, further, it should be remembered 
that formerly a conviction against a solicitor was sufficient 
for at once granting a rule absolute. 

Grove, J., thought that this rule should be made absolate. 
It was an irregular thing for this solicitor to write to a judge ; 
and besides he did not say what his defence would be, but only 
that when out of prison he would have more time to prepare 
his defence. If they were to permit the delay asked for, it 
would lead to this, that a solicitor convicted of an offence 
would not be struck off the roll until the time of bis 
punishment had expired. Such a practice would lead to 
great inconvenience. 

Rule absolute.—Daily Telegraph. 
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Creditors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Apams, ALLAN Nosix, Union grove, Clapham, retired Licutenant- 
Colonel. Dec 20. Saunders and Co, King st, Cheapside 


Barnes, Dennis GEorGE, Coventry, (Gent. ec 31. Davis, 


Coventry pn 
BEALING, Jonn, Lichfield, Brewer. Dec 25. Bower and Co, Birming- 
ham 


Bonn, WitwtaM, Ipswich, Gent. Jan 7. Westhorp, Ipswich 
Davy, Joun Henry, Long Acre, Printer. Jan15. Gole, Lime st 
Deeprs, JuLius, The Vicarage, Marden, Kent. Jan 14. Philpott and 
Wood, Cranbrook 
Grsson, Henry James, Mincing lane, Chemical Merchant. Dec 3). 
Tippetts and Co, Great st Thomas Apostle, Cheapside a 
Grapy, Georcina Lucy, Elton, Limerick. Dec 31. Manning, Great 
George st, Westminster 
(GRAY, SAMUEL, sen, Harborne, Stafford, Farmer, 
Birmingh am 
‘Giison, Henny, Timperley, Chester, Gent. Jan 5. 
chester 
Garren, Anne Exiza,The Mount, Hadley. Jan 7. Wilde and Co, 
College-hill 
Harris, Hensy, Leadenhall st, East India Agent. Jan 3!. Holbrook, 
‘Cheapside 
Haraia, Wittram, Croydon, Surrey, Builder, Jan 23. Drummonds 
and Co, Croydon 
Haxnzison, Joun VickERs, Steward’s-terrace, Battersea Park, Painter. 
Dec 31. Whately and Co, Chancery-lane 
gapineton, Wituam, White Waltham, nr Maidenhead, Farmer, 
Dec 26. Clutton and Haines, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet st 
ws Rev. James Henry, Ipswich, Clerk. Jan 7. Westhorp, 
Ipswic 
ag WittraM, Woodhouse, Leeds. Jan 1. Middleton and Sons, 
Leeds 
Hote, EMANUEL, Broadwoodwidger, Devon, Retired Farmer. Dec 31. 
White and Dingley, Launceston 
Hueues, James WitLtam Wynne, Henblas, Denbigh, Gent. Jan1l 
Lioyd and Roberts, Ruthin 
KeEaRsLey, TaoMas Harvey, Green st, Grosvenorsq, Esq. Jan 1. Park. 
and Co, Essex +t, S:rand 
Kup, Robert, North Shields, Solicitor. Feb 1. Ingledew and D agget, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Ma:son, Epira, Lee, Kent. Jan 15. Gole, Lime st 
McLacuLan, ARCHIBALD, Hatherley Hall, Cheltenham, Esq. Dec 3). 
Rose and Fry, Great George st, Westminster 
Mutts, Caartes, Plumstead, Kent, Farmer. Dec 20. Hudson and Co, 
Bucklerabury 
Newson, ExvizaBeTa GOsNALL, Ipswich. Westhorp, Ips- 
wich 
Norratt, James, Todmorden, York, Cotton Spinner. Jan6. Stans- 
field and Sager, Todmorden 
RTON, James, Sherboro rd, Stamford Hill, Brushmaker. Dec 31. Elwes 
and Sharpe, Furnival’s-inn 
Beynoup: ,Jupira Evizaseru, Newbold, nr Chester. 
Denbigh 
Rowe, Jane, Rotherfizld st, Islington. 
Great St Thomas Apostle, Cheapside 
BussE.1, Susan, Park st, Grosvenor sq. Dec 31. Western and Sons, 
Essex st, Strand 
ScHeLL, Pav, Kentish Town rd, Cabinet Maker. 
Staple-inn 
Scotr, Mary, Newport, Salop. Dec 26. Heane, Newport 
Smiru, FRANCE: ANNE, Gloucester terrace, Hyde Park. 
Bromley, Bedford-row 
Smiru, Jane, Eaton sq. 
buildings 
Symonps, Jonn, Balsham, Cambridge, Farmer. 
Francis, Cambridge 


Jan 1. 
Whitworth. Man- 


Rowley, 


‘Jan 7. 


Jan 16. Davies, 
Dec 31. Tippetts and Co, 


Jan 25. Smith, 


Jan 15, 


Jan 1. Freshfields and Williams, Bank 


Jan17. Francis and 


[ Gazette, Nov 28.] 


Axcuer, Henry, West Hill, Putney, Tobacco Manufacturer. Dec 9. 
Keene and Marsland, Mark-lane 

Avstin, Tuomas, Brighton, Timber Merchant. Jan 31. 
Son, Brighton 

Banks, Ameia, Leghorn, Italy. 
South sq, Gray’s-inn 

Brit, Jamzs, Liverpool, Grocer. Dec 30. Bellringer and Cunliffe, 
Liverpool 

Benner, EvizaBera, Priory House, Dudley. 
Co, Dud'ey 

Biaxkz, Garson, Great Yarmouth, Merchant. 
Yarmouth 

BoyD, CORDELIAANNA Mania, Sussex gardens, Hyde Park. Feb 1. 
Domvllie and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Brapy, Parrick, Barrow-On-Soar, Leicester, Gent. Janl. Stone 
and Oo, Leicester 

Burcorne, Tuomas, Stratford pl, and Uxford st, Esq. Jan 8. Bur- 
gaynes and Oo, Oxford st 

CuatmeEns, JoHN Francis, Ham, Surrey, Esq. Jan15. Burrows and 
Barnes, Jermyn s: , 

Ceeeeons, Mak, Priory House, Dudley. Jan 13. Coldicott and Co, 

udley 


= Rev. Henry, Nunnington, York, Clerk. 
or 


Stevens and 


Jan 15. Peacock and Goddard, 


Jan 13, Coldicott and 


Jan 1. Palmer, Great 


Jan 9. Ware, 

Dipwatt, Srpnet Smiru, Lewisham High rd, Esq. Jan 14. Reyroux 
and Co, Cannon st 

Fraser, Witt1am Coppert Macie0p, Gosport, Hants, Outfitter. Jan 1. 
Blake and Reed, Portsea 

Gitiman, Anprew, Sherland pl, Twickenham, Law and P arliameatary 
Agent, Sherry, Chapel st, Bedford-row 





Hanzritt, Yuomas, Weston-super-Marse, Gent. Dec 31. Chapman, 
Weston-super-! 

Hrrp, Hagry, Bradford, York, Merchant. Febl. Dubois, King st, 
Cheapside 

Howarp, Josrru, Culcheth, Lancaster, Farmer. Dec 31. Nicholggg 
and Co, Warrington 

Huisscen, Maria AGATHA THERESE, Eastbourne, Sussex. Jan j, 
Saxton and Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 

Hutcuinson, Francis, Thirsk, York, Nursery Gardener. Jan 15, 
West, Thirsk 

Intincworts, WILLIAM, Halifax, Gent. Jan 7. Craven, Leeds 

Moss, Betsy, The Groves, York. Dec 31. Dent, York 

Netson, Horatio, Pendleton, Manchester, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 22, 
Potter and Lowe, Manches'er 

Newport, WILLIAM GeorGE, Bristol, Hotel Keeper. Jan 3. Stone 
Dix, Bristol « 

Octessy Samuryt, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Lithographer. Dee 3}, 
Chamberlain, Llandudno 

Puitipps, Jonn Patirrs ALLEN Luoyp, Dale Castle, Pembroke, Esq, 
Feb 1. Evans, Haverfordwest : 

Patuirs, Watt, St. Clears, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. Dec 31. Curtis, 
Neath 

Paice, Henry News Paice, Union Grove, Clapham, Gent. Feb 4, 
Nickinson, and Co, Chancery lane 

Rimmer, Rosert, Birkdale, Lancaster, Gent. Feb 25. 
Co, Bolton : 

Roserts, Joun, Leeds, out of business. Janl. Hill, Halifax 

Rocers, Henry, St Martin’s ct, St Martin’s lane, Miscellaneous 
Dealer. Dec 27. Ikin, Lincola's-inn-fields 

Tuompson, Joun, King st, West Hammersmith, out of business, 
Jan 26, Foster, Queen st pl 

— Tuomas Sexsy, Halifax, Card Maker. Jan1, Wavell and Co, 

alifax 

Wittiams, CLemeNT, Rangoon, British Burmah, Surgeon. 
Williams, Laurenc2 Pountney Hill 

Wittrams, Toomas, Wrexham, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Jant, 
Hughes, Wrexhan 

Witson, Tuomas, Northwingfield, Derby, Yeoman. 
Middleton, Chesterfield 

Woopwarp, Georce, Hartham rd, West Holloway, Wholesale Grocer, 
Dec 31. Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 

Woopuams, JouN, Littlehampton, Sussex, Corn Merchant. 
Stevens and Son, Brighton 


Ramwell and 


Jan 10, 


Dec 31. Jones and 


Jan 3l, 
[ Gazette, Dec 2.] 





County Courts. 


WAKEFIELD. 
(Before Mr. Sexrseanr TinpAt Arktnson, Judge.) 
Nov. 6.—Foster v. Bentley and others. 
Master and Servant—Agreement—Mutuality. 

His Hononr, in giving judgment, said that the defendants, 
who are entensive brewers and wine merchants at Oulton 
and Leeds, were desirous in the early part of 1878 to 
supply military officers’ messes and regimental canteens 
with ales and spirits, and with this view advertised for a 
suitable traveller. The plaintiff, who had formerly held a 
commission in the army, but had retired from the service, 
replied to the advertisement, and on the 25th of May the 
defendants wrote to the plaintiff offering a salary of £150a 
year to commence with. To this on the 3lst the plaintiff 
replied asking whether the engagement was to be for any 
fixed time. He asked this because he would have to give 
up his house and remove his family to a long distance, and 
were the engagement to be for only a few months, it 
would be hardly worth his while to take it. On the 3rd 
of June the defendants wrote, ‘‘ We propose that you 
should come to us for twelve months certain, and fora 
continuous engagement if your labours meet with any 
success.” On the following day the plaintiff wrote to the 
defendants saying, “I beg to say I am quite satisfied with 
the proposals yon make.” On the 26th of June the de- 
fendants wrote, ‘‘When will you be able to come down 
here?” On the 16th of September the plaintiff replied, 
apologising for the delay and stating that he trusted to make 
up for lost time by increased exertions and diligence. In 
answer to this the defendant H. Bentley replied, ‘I cer- 
tainly thought, not hearing from you, that you had given 
up all idea of coming to us, and I am glad to hear this is 
not the case. I expect to be at home on Monday or Tuesday 
when I shall be glad to see you and make arrangements for 
your commencing work for us.” An interview took place 
betweer the plaintiff and Mr. Bertley on the 25th of Sep- 
tember, when it was arranged that the plaintiff should at 
once commence travelling for the defendants. The plaintiff 
entered upon his duties, and matters went on until the month 
of February, 1879, when the defendants made some com- 
plaints of the amount of travelling expenses charged by 
the plaintiff. Some correspondence on this subject took 
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and in May the defendant, Mr, H. Bentley, told 
es inif that he had determined to give up the army 
business, as it was not paying. The 3rd of June was not 
for off, and when it arrived the plaintiff's engagement 
would expire, and it would not be continued. On the 10th 
of May the defendants’ clerk or manager, R. J. Hudson, 
to the plaintiff, saying—“ Following the conversation 

. Bentley had with you last Monday, he bas this morn- 
jng instructed me, on his behalf, to write, and say that he 
wil not require your services after the 3rd of June, being 
the completion of your year’s engagement.’ In reply the 
plaintiff urged that the engagement did not terminate till 
the 25th of September, that being the date in 1878 when he 
commenced work. He had received salary up to the 3rd of 
June, and claimed his accruing salary to the 26th of Sep- 
tember. It was contended by Mr. Warren, for the defend- 
ants, that the letters which had passed between the parties 
showed an agreement on the part of the defendants to 
employ the plaintiff as their traveller for twelve months. 
There was no agreement on his part to serve for that period, 
and therefore the contract of service was bad for want of 
mutuality of obligation. The answer to this objection, it 
appears to me, is found in the language used by the defend- 
ants in their letter of the 3rd of June, ‘‘ We propose that 
you should come to us for twelve months certain,” and the 
reply of the plaintiff, “‘I am quite satisfied with the pro- 
posal you make ; that is, I accept your offer to enter into 
your employment for twelve months certain.” It was 
difficult to see how the mutuality of obligation to serve for 
that period could be more clearly expressed by the 
plaintiff. In all cases of contract it was the intention 
which had to be ascertained from the language used, 
and in this case the engagement to employ and to be 
employed for twelve months was clear and distinct. 
With regard to the date at which the employment should 
commence, the interview in September clearly showed that 
the salary and work of the plaintiff were to commence from 
that time. The defendants’ letter of the 3rd of June 
mentioned no time at which the service was to be com- 
menced, and it was in the nature of things and the intention 
of the parties that the plaintiff should have a reasonable time 
to make arrangements for the removal of his family; and 
the defendants’ letter of the 28th of June clearly pointed to 
the defendants’ knowing that the 3rd of June was not the 
date at which the employment was to commence, because in 
their letter of the 26th, that is three weeks afterwards, they 
ask, ‘‘ When will you be able to come down?” From the 
facts and the corr2spondence in this case his Honour was 
unable to come to any other conclusion than that there was a 
valid agreement on the part of the defendants to employ the 
plaintiff for a year, terminating on the 25th of September, 
and that by discharging him from their service on the 
-3rd of June they committed a breach of their contract, and 
that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the amount he 
claimed—namely, £45 4s., with costs. 

E. Tindal Atkinson, barrister, for plaintiff. 

Warren, solicitor, for defendants. 





(Before Mr. Serjeant Tixpat ATKINson, J udge.) 
Nov. 18.—Rhodes and another v. Taylor. 


Master and servant—Wrongfal dismissal—Money had and 
received. 

Ia giving judgment his Honovr said :—This is an action 
brought to recover two separate sums of £10 and £15 alleged 
by the plaintiffs to have been paid by them to the defendant 
under circumstances which entitle them in law to have 
them repaid. The facts, as proved at the hearing, were that 
the plaintiffs caIry on an extensive and old-established 
business in Wakefield as machinists, and being desirous in 
June, 1878, to secure the services of a manager in their 
Works skilled in the manufacture of American dies and tools, 
after some negotiation and inquiries from the defendant 
whether he had left the service of Bliss & Williams, of New 
F nas honourably, which the defendant assured them he had, 
a ey engaged the defendant at a salary of £300 a year. The 

efendant entered into their employment, and in June of that 
year he was sent to the Paris Exhibition, to inspect the 
machinery department, and take, where practicable, drawings 
and copies of machines which were either new in principle or of 
4 character likely to be useful to the plaintiffs in their busi- 
bse On the defendant’s return from Paris and reaching 

ndon, he wrote to the plaintiffs on the 19th of October, 





telling them he had been offered a partnership in an 
engineering firm that intended to manufacture American 
presses and dies, and other kinds of manufacture for which 
the defendant had been specially engaged by the plaintiffs. 
On the defendant’s return to Wakefield a discussion took 
place which ended in his giving a month’s notice to leave the 
service. Shortly after—namely, on the 22nd of November, 
the defendant, accompanied by his present partner, Mr. 
Bradley, went to the works of a machine maker, Mr. George 
Broadbent, who had been employed to make some lathes 
designed by the defendant, and intended for the special 
work in which he was engaged, and after inspecting them, 
Bradley gave Broadbent an order for others of the same kind, 
which have since been supplied to the defendant’s firm; and 
on the same day the defendant offered to Frederick Crowcroft, 
the plaintiff’s foreman, who had been in their service thirteen 
years, “extra pay” if he, when the defendant left, would 
come to him. Crowcroft took time to consider, but ulti- 
mately declined the proposal. At an early part of the 
defendant’s engagement an order had been given by Mr. 
Newburg, on behalf of a company of which he was manager, 
for machinery amounting to £800. At the time when the 
notice to quit the plaintiffs’ service was given, a part of 
the order had yet to be completed, and on Mr. New- 
burg coming down to the plaintiffs’ works on the 30th 
of October, the defendant, on the Sunday following the 
2nd of November, waited upon him, and communicated the 
fact that he was about to establish himselfin the same 
kind of business as the plaintiffs. He proceeded to say 
that the plaintiffs would not be able to complete the order 
after he had left them, and it would be convenient for him 
(Mr. Newburg) to let him (the defendant) do it. This 
offer was not acted upon, but other orders have been given 
to the defendant’s firm since. It is admitted by the 
defendant that at this interview he told Mr. Newburg that 
the plaintiffs had not got the drawings for the machinery 
necessary to complete the £800 order, and when asked how 
it was, he said the reason was that the plaintiffs did not 
understand the machinery, and would not be able to 
make it from the drawings; that one of the plaintiffs 
(W. Rhodes) had tlie day before distinctly asked him to 
finish the drawings, and that he had as distinctly told 
him he would not, alleging asa reason that he did not 
wish to leave a lot of machinery unfinished in their 
hands. Evidence was offered to prove that the defend- 
ant was dismissed from Bliss & Williams’ employment 
for taking drawings from the works and copying them at 
his house, a practice expressly forbidden, as was also 
evidence of a number of failures in the work intrusted 
to the defendant’s hands, on which the counsel for the 
plaintiffs relied as showing either incapacity or a wilful 
withholding of the skill and knowledge he had contracted 
tosupply. These are the main facts as they came out 
at the trial. With regard tothe first claim in the par- 
ticulars, namely, the £10 advanced by the plaintiffs for 
the journey to Paris, I am of opinion that it is not 
recoverable. It cannot be said to be money received by 
the defendant upon a consideration which has wholly 
failed. ‘The defendant was sent tothe Paris Exhibition to 
inspect and inform himself of any improvements that pre- 
sented themselves in the special branch of machinery 
which the plaintiffs manufactured. He made drawings, 
some of which are in the plaintiffs’ possession, and a per- 
forating machine was made from memoranda and obser- 
vations collected by him during his visit to the exhibition, 
and upon a settlement of these travelling expenses 
there is an allowance in the handwriting of Mr, Wm. 
Rhodes of this £10, made after a full inquiry into the 
facts. I am therefore of opinion that the claim for the 
repayment of this £10 cannot be supported. With re- 
gard to the second item of £15, the right to recover this 
by the plaintiffs depends upon whether the plaintiffs were 
justified in dismissing the defeadant from their service on 
the 9th of December. In my view of the facts of this 
case I do not think it necessary that the fact of the 
defendant having been dismissed from the service 
of Messrs. Bliss & Williams for the cause alleged, 
or that he was incapable to perform the work 
he was employed to do, or that, if capable, he withheld 
his skill and knowledge to the detriment of his em- 
ployers, should form part of my consideration in coming 
to a decision in this case. Nor do I think that what took 
place on the 22nd of November, when the defendant met 
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his intended partner Bradley at Broadbent's works to 
inspect the lathe ordered by the plaintiffs, should form an 
element in my decision. In my view of this case there are three 
distinet facts proved, any one of which entitled the plaintiffs 
to dismiss the defendant from their service. As between the 
employer and the employed good faith is of the very essence 
of the contract of service, any act on the part of the servant 
done with a view of promoting his own interests at the 
expense of his employers is sufficient at the will of the latter 
to dissolve the contract. There is no doubt, whatever may 
be thought from a moral point of view, that a servant may 
canvass his master’s customers to employ him after he has 
left the service, but the moment he steps beyond this, and 
solicits the customer to withdraw an existing contract made 
with the employer, and to transfer either the whole or a part 
to him after he has left the service, it constitutes a 
breach of faith, and is a wilful disregard of his duty, 
and whether known to his employer or not is sufficient 
to justify nis dismissal. The fact of the defendant solicit - 
ing Mr. Newburg to transfer to him the unfinished part of 
the £800 contract in my view abundantly justifies his 
dismissal on the 9th of December. But this fact does not 
stand alone, the defendant disobeyed a lawful command of 
his employers when he refused to complete the drawings 
of this particular contract, and this, without avy more, 
would be sufficient to support this action ; and thirdly, the 
fact of his trying to induce Frederick Crowcroft by the offer 
of ‘‘extra pay” to leave his employers’ service and come 
to him, was an act which, if carried into effect, would be 
injurious to the interests of the plaintiffs, and such a viola- 
tion on the part of the defendant of his duty as wonald, if it 
stood alone, be sufficient to justify the dismissal. This 
being the view I have taken of the facts of this case, there 
must be a verdict entered for the plaintiffs for £15, with 
costs on the higher scale. 
E. Tindal Atkinson, for plaintiff. 
Banks, for defendant. 
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son 

QB 450 Davis (Johnson, U Band A) v Newman and ors (New- 
man and Co), 

QB 451 Jones (T H Devonshire) v Monte Video Gas Co (@ M 
Clements) 

C P 452 Irvine (Waltons, B and W) v Warns (F Bradley), SJ 

Q B 453 Fass (Goldberg and L) v Lippert (Druce, Sons and J), 2nd 


action 
CP 454 —_ (Piesse and Son) v Price and Co (M Shephard), 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
Dec. 11, 1879. 
RAILWAY STOOK. 





| Railways. |Paid. Closing Price 

Stock|Bristol and Exeter FAREED ARON Ad a 
Stock|Caledonian ... | 
Stock |Glasgow and South-Western ....sccsseeeseeeee 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ssoccsssssseseeees 
Stock Great Northern ....... oes 
Stock | YO EERSTE S AM 
Stock |Great Southern and Western of Treland 
Stock Great Western—Original ...........0008 
Stock |Lancashire and Yorkshire ..... 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Co 
Stock |London, Chatham, and Dover .. 
Stock |London and North-Western ..... 
Stock ‘London and South Western ........ - 
Stock |Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln... 
Stock |Metropolitan 
Stock} Do., District seukoadion 
Stock | Midland.....ccsccsserssssorseseesseseerconareesceeeseeeeres 
Stock |North British 
Stock |North Eastern... 
Stock | North London 
Stock North Staffordshire ... 
Stock |South Devon 

tock South-Eastern ~| 100 | 












































* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


The trustees of the Atlantic and Great Western Railroad 
Company have decided to issue their certificates for 4,500,000 
dols. nominal additional first mortgage bonds, These certi- 
ficates will represent bonds for 137dols, nominal of the 
new company for every 100dois. nominal first mortgage 
bonds certificates issued by the trustees. [All interest on 
the existing first mortgage bonds up to January 1, 1880, is 
included in the capitalization of interest.] ‘The net proceeds 
of the present issue is to be used for the improvement of the 
road-bed, and for a more liberal supply of rolling stock. 
The price of issue will be forty-eight per cent., payable 
eighteen per cent, on application, and the balance on January 
26, 1880. 








Purrect DarLicnt.—Use Cuarruis’ Rercectors.—69, Fleet-street.. 
—[ADvT.] 
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Legal News. 


In a recent case in Pennsylvania (Wayne County v. 
‘Waller, 7 W. N. 377), says the Central Law Journal, an 
attorney having been appointed by the court to defend a 
pauper prisoner, sought to recover from the county com- 
pensation for his professional services, and for expenses 
incurred in preparing for trial. The Supreme Court held 
that the defendants were not liable. ‘‘In this State,” 
said Sterrett, J., ‘we have always proceeded on the safe 
“principle of requiring statutory authority—either in ex- 
‘press terms or by necessary implication—for all such 
-glaims upon the public treasury. To hold that counse 
appointed to defend insolvent prisoners may demand com- 
ypensation from the county would be a departure from a 
‘time-honoured custom to the contrary, and it is not diffi- 
-cult to foresee the mischief to which it would lead. It is 
‘far better to let such cases rest on the foundation which 
has hitherto sustained them—human sympathy and a just 
sense of professional obligation. No poverty-stricken 
‘prisoner is ever likely to suffer for want of necessary pro- 
‘fessional or pecuniary aid. It is but simple justice to the 
learned gentlemen who brought this suit to say that, in 
their brief as well as orally, they disclaim any desire for 
remuneration beyond an amount sufficient to reimburse 
‘them for their actual cash outlay, but we find no warrant 
‘for sustaining their claim even to this extent.” 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Hay.—Dec. 6, at Mapes hill, Mary Catherine, the wife of James 
Gordon Hay, barrister-at-law, of Seatun, Aberdeenshire, of 
ason and heir. 

“SToLtarD.—Dec. 7, at 9, Wilton Villas, Shepherd’s-bush, the 
wife of William Stollard, solicitor, of a son. 

Story.—Dec. 8, at Douglas, Isle of Man, the wife of Anthony 
B. Herbert Story, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

ARRIAGE. 

.BAZzALGETTE—BovstTEAD.—Dec. 6, at St. John’s, Bassenth- 
waite, Charles Norman Bazalgette, of the Inner Temple, 
barrister-at-law, to Ethel Mary, daughter of John Poustead, 

-Armathwaite Hall, Cumberland. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 





Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Dec. 5, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


‘Emmett, George, St Bride’s avenue, Fleet st, Publisher. Pet Dec 3. 
Brougham. Dec 16 atl 

Owen, ww Seymour pl, Fulham, Pet Dec4. Hazlitt. Dec 17 
at 12.30 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Allen, George, Gnossoll, Stafford, Farmer. Pet Decl. Spilsbury. 
Stafford, Dec 18 at 10 

Bridger, Joseph, Rotherfield, Sussex, Farmer. Pet Decl. Cripps. 


Tunbridge Wells, Dec 17 at 3.30 
Gerry, Daniel, Bristol. Pet Dec2. Harley. Bristol. Dec 17 at 2 
Gimbiett, George, William, Falmouth, Saddler, Pet Decl. Chilcott. 
Truro, Dec 17 at 11 
Hallas, Joseph, Kingstan-upon-Hall, General Dealer. Pet Dec 3. 


Rollit. Kingston-upon-Hall, Dec 19 at 2 

Matthews, James, Kilmington, Devon, Butter Factor. Pet Dec 2, 
Daw. Exeter, Vec 18 at 12 

Part, Alice Taylor, Lowton, Lancaster, Widow. Pet Decl. Holden. 
Boiton, Dec 17 at 11 

Smithson, James Peter, Selby, York, Commercial Traveller. Pet Dec 


3. Perkins. York, Dec i7 at )1 
Westlake, John George, Clifton, Bristol, Grocer. Pet Nov 28. Harley. 
Bristol, Dec 16 at 2 
TuEspay, Dec. 9, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869 
Creditors must forward their provfs of debts to the Registrar* 
To Surrender in London. 
Mayhew, Henry James, Wickhambrook, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Pet Dec 
6, Hazlitt. Jan 14 at 11 
Spencer, A B » Bancroft rd, Mile End, Assistant to a Meat 
Salesman. Pet Dec 5. Pepys. Jan '4at lt 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Arnold, Philip, Luton, Bedford, Plait Merciiant. Pet Dec 5. Cooke. 
Luton, Dec 23 at 11 
Miundon, John, New Clee, Lincoln, Fisherman. Pet Dec 4, Bates. 
GtG '» Dec 22 at ig 
land, Mary Ann, and James Wallace, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Family 
rocers. Pet Dec4. Daggett. Newcastle, Dec 22 at 10.20 
Gould, Lovis, Bournemouth, Job and Post Master, Pet Dec 5, Dick- 
inson. Poole, Dec 20 at 10.30 
Hpddart, Peter, Barrow-in-Furness, Beerseller. Pet Dec 1. Postle- 


thwaite. Barrow-in-Farness, Dec 19 at 2 


ee 

> ta 

King, George, Hastings, Builder, Pet Dec 5. Young, . 

rz ‘a cts erie 88, ng Hastings, Dep 
ckenzie, William, Waterloo, Northumberland, Butcher. 

Daggett. Newcastle, Dec 22 at il r Pot Dee, 

Moate, _, Southport, Lancaster, Ironmonger. Pet Dec 5, Bel. 


Stapleton, Frederick. Shefiela, Beild D 
apleton, Frederic! effie uilder. Pet Dec 4. Wake. 
2 at 12 i ; ake. Sheil, 


ic 22a 
Steel, Charles, Birmingham, Builder. Pet Dec 4, Cole. Birminghay 
Jan Sat 2 ical 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
i Fripay, Dec. 5, 1879. 
Cashin, Thomas Frederick, Gresham House, Old Broad st, Ciyjl Engi. 
neer, Nov 25 
Marshall, Henry, Langham st, Portland pl, Salt Merchant. Dec 4 
Marshall, Henry Pightling, Langham st, Solicitor. Dec 4 
Spiers, Robert, East India rd, Poplar, Shipwright. Nov 29 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frivay, Dec. 5, 1879. 
Baker, Robert, Membury, Devon, Farmer. Dec 10 at 12 at Georgy 
Hotel, Axminster, ir lieu of the place originally named 
Barker, Alfred, Stepney green, Stepney, Contractor. Dec 17 at 3 at 
offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Barker, Berney, Framingham Pigot, Norfolk, Carpenter. Dee 16 at 
at offices of Coaks and Co, Bank Plain, Norwich 
Barker, John, Nottingham, Builder. Dec 17 at 11 at offices of Frosh 


Dec 29 at lat 


and Co, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Beardon, James Herbert, Norfolk terrace, Westbourne grove, Builder, 
Dec 19 at 10 at offices of Norman, Gt Marlborough st, Regent st : 
Beater, George, Lilypot lane, Umbrella Manufacturer. Dec 18 a1} 
at offices of Johnston and Sons, Cannon st. Willcocks, Gt George st, 
Westminster 
Bell, Richard Edward, Grove Hill rd, Camberwell, out of busines, 
Dec 18 at 2 at offices of Williams, King st, Cheapside, West and (y, 
Cannon st 
Bendall, Daniel, Thornbury, Gloucester, WJeelwright. Dec 18 at 12a 
offices of Gwynn and Co, All Saints ct, Bristol 
Benton, Edward Lowther, Hanover gdns, Kennington, Outfitter, De 
16 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Berry, Thomas, Stowupland, Suffolk, Innkeeper. 
offices of Betts, Market pl, Stowmarket. Gudgeon 
Blyth, William Rowlande, Bath, Painter. Dec 15 at 12 at officesd 
Wilton and Sons, Westgate bidgs, Bath 
Boswell, James, Birmingham, Beer and Wine Retailer. Dec 17 at3at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Boultoz, Charles, Pontefract, York, Solicitor. Dec 18 at 3 at Green 
Dragon Hotel, Pontefract. Arundel and Son 
Bowrcen, Thomas, Stockton-on-Tees, Builder. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of 
Dodds and Co, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
Bramall, Arthur Wellesley, Wheelock, Chester, Common Brewer, 
Dec 23 at 2.30 at offices of Good and Whiteley, Rojal Insurance 
bldgs, Park row, Leeds. Bygott, Sandbach 
Bray, George, Edwin, Leicester, Carriage Builder. Dec 22 at 3a 
offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Brittain, Frederick, and James Still, Deptford, Kent, Builders. Deel? 
at 3 at offices of Bristow and Shepherd, Cannon st 
Browning, Thomas, Werrignton, Northampton, Farmer. Dec 19 atl? 
at offices of Gaches, Cathedral Gateway, Peterborough 
Bruckshaw, George, Pipe gate, Salop, Blacksmith. Dec 18 at 10,30a 
offices of Onions, Market Drayton 
Caley, George Newbridge, Vincent st, Westminster, Ironfounder, 
Dec 11 at 12 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Gregory, Moorgatest 
Clifford, William Frederick, Matlock Bath, Derby, Licensed Victualler, 
Dec 19 at 2 at offices of Potter, Irongate, Derby 
Cole, Elizabeth, Didsbury, Lancaster, Seed Merchant. Dec 17 at 3a 
offices of Orford and Milne, Fountain st, Manchester 
Copland, Mary Annie, and James Wallace, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
— Dec 17 at 3 at offices of Ridley, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon- 
'yne 
Cunningham, Thomas Raymond, Beverley, York, Grocer. Dec 
at 3 at offices of Eldridge and Stephenson, Cogan chmbrs, Bowlalley 
lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Curtis, George, Bruton, Somerset, Yeoman. Dec 17 at 12 at the Red Lion 
Inn, Yeovil. Watts, Yeovil 
Dart, William, Totnes, Devon, Cabinet Maker. Dec 19 at 1.8 
at the King William the Fourth Ion, Fore st, Totnes. Elworthy and 
Co, Plymouth 
Davies, John Fortescue, Tenby, Pembroke, Boot and Shoe Maker, 
Dec 22 at 10.15 at offices of Gwynne and Stokes, Orackwell % 
Tenby 
Davis, Richard Henry, Manchester, Fnrniture Dealer. Dec 19 at3a# 
offices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
Deniston, John Frederick, Carlisle, Grocer, Dec 19 at 2 at the 
Law Scciety’s Rooms, Royal arcade, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Allanani 
Davies, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Dinsdale, Robert Hardy, Spennymoor, Durham, Boot and Shoe 
Maker. Dec 18 at 11 at offices of Robson, Linthorpe rd, Middle 
borough 
Datton, William, Alpraham, Chester, Farmer. Dac17 at 2.30 at th 
Albion Inn, Railway Station, Chester. Bridgmen and Co, Chester 
Ellison, George, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Buodle, Albion buildings, New Swit 
don 
Evans, Robert, Tallyllyn, Merioneth, Draper. Dec 15 at 11 at office 
of Davies, Dolgelley 
Evans, William Posthumous, Aberystwith, Oardigan, Licensed Vie 
tualler. Dec 13 at 12,30 at Ivy Bush Hotel, Spillman st, Carmat- 
then. Jones, Aberystwith 7 
Evers, Andrew, Finchley, Licensed Victualler. Dee 23 at 2 at offices 


of Nash and Field, Queen s:, Queen Victoria st 

Eyres, John, Bradford, near Manchester, Brickmaker, Dec 18 at 3% 

Cathedral st, Pennell st, Manchester. Law 

Fairbank, Henry, Old st, St Luke’s, Engineer, Dee 15 at 2 at Moot 
gate Station Restaarant, Moorgate st. Summerhays, Old Broad st 

Farmer, John Henry, Syston, Leicester, General Draper, Dec 18 at il 





at offices of Wright and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester. 









Dec. 13, 1879. SOLICITORS’ 


JOURNAL. 135 








 ———— 


——— 
Firkins, William, Great Hampton, Worcester, Farmer. Dec 20 at 11 


sof New and Oo, Bridge st, Evesham 
William, Sa'ford, Lancaster, Brush Manufacturer, Dec16 at 3 
scoffices of Nadin and Wild, King st, Manchester 
Fowler, Henry Josiah, Smethwick, Stafford, Draper. Dec 16 at 11 at 
- “offices of Rooke, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
, Joe, Garforth, near Leeds, Painter. Dec 16 at 3 at Commer- 
cial Hotel, Albion st, Leeds. Kaberry, Pontefract 
Garfit, Mark, Chadderton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. 
offices of Fripp. Clegg st, Oldham 
Gee, John, and John Brook, Lindley, York, Woollen Mannfacturers, 
Dec 22 at ll at Cherry Tree Inn, Westgate, Huddersfield. Haigh, 
Huddersfield 


Gelsthorpe, Georze, Sheffield, Labourer. 
Dragon Hotel, Bank st, Sheffield 

George, Richard Edward, Bishop's Castle, Salop, Watch Maker. Dec 
90 at 2 at offices of Griffiths, Bishop’s Castle 

Gibson, Hart, Cnatsworth rd, Clapton pk, Greengrocer. Dec 23 at 3 at 
offices of C oper, Chancery lane 

Gibson, John, Long Crendon, Buckingham, Farmer. Dec 19 at 12 at 
§pread Eagie, Thame. Mallam, Oxford 

Gibert, Richard, Flushing, Cornwall, Fisherman, Dec 16 at 12 at 
offices of Lane, Arwenack st, Falmouth 

an, William Henry, Ramegate, Builder. Dec 19 at 2 at Bull and 

George Hotel, Ramsgate. Edwards, Ramsgate 

Hardy, William, March, Cambridge, Farmer. Dec 18 at 3 at Griffin 
Hotel, March. Gaches, Peterborough 

fart, Edmund, South Molton, Licensed Victualler. Dec 22 at 1 at 
effices of Crosse and Co, South Molton. Day, South Molton 

Harverson, Apelles, Blackman st, Borough, Glass Merchant. Dec 22 at 
$at offices of Lo-kyer, Gresham bidgs, Basinghall st 

Harvey, George, Harwich, Essex, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 22 at 12 at 
offices of Pollard, S' Lawrence st, Ipswich 

Hawthorne, Julian, Tufnell park rd, Holloway, Author. Dec 22 at 
ll at the Guildhall Coffes house, Gresham st. Carr and Co, Basing- 


at 
Foulds, 
Dec 19 at 2 at 


Dec 19 at 11 at George and 


hall st 

Henderson, George, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Boot Manufacturer. 
Dec 17 at 2 at offices of Neave, Cheapside 

Henderson, William, Manchester, Stone Mason. Dec 13 at 10 at the 
Hope and Anchor Hote), Cathedral rd, Manchester. Clemmet, Man- 
chester 

Hendler, August, King:ton-upon-Hull, Cabinet Maker. Dec 17 at 1 at 
ene of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon- Hull. Low and 
Co, Hull 

Hesketh, William, Liverpool, Architect. Dec 18 at 2 at offices of 
Harris and Gorst, Unior ct, Castle st, Liverpool 

Hewitt, John, Stretford, Lancaster, out of business. Dc 18 at 3 at 35, 
Cannon st, Manchester. Harris, Manchester 

Heywood, William, Chagford, Devon, Innkeeper. Des 17 at 12 
offices of Fewings and Oakley, Queen st, Exeter. Luxe, Exeter 

Hill, Robert Asiimore, Sheffield Bicycle Manufacturer. Dec 16 at 3 at 
offices of Webster and Stvring, Hurtshead, Sheffield 

Hillen, Benjamin, Aldborough, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 22 at 2 at the 
Bell Hotel, Saxmundham. Gross 

Hudson, Walter John, High Wycombe, Bucks, Butchsr. Dec 22 at 3 
atthe Red Lion Hotel, High Wycombe. Rawson, Great Marlow 

Hudson, William, Worcester, Iron and Brass Founder. Dec 22 at 3 at 
offices of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worces'cr 

Hughes, Robert Rowland, Birkenhead, Joiner. Dec 15 at 2 at offices of 
Bleakley, Hami'ton sq, Kirkenhead 


Jackson, William, Hunmanbv, York, Farmer. 
Richardson, Church st, Filey 
Jones, Benjamin, Carmarthen, Whitland. out of business. Dec 27 at 11 at 
offices of Lascelles, N»rberth 
Jones, Francis, Birmingham, Painter. 
Ana st, Birmingham 
Kearry, John, Rochester row, Westminster, Cheesemon ger, 
11.30 at offices ot Wi lis, St Martin’s ct, Leicester sq 
Keighley, Gilbert, Bradford, York, Worsted Spinner. 
1) atoffices of Watson and Dickens, Cheapside, Bradford 
Knowles, John, South Stamley, York, Farmer. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of 
Powell, Albert st, Harrogate 
Lees, Thomas, Bilston, Stefford, out of business, Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
Dele and Vachell, Kenaett's bill, Birmingham 
Leonard, Robert, Bristol, Greengrocer, Dec 13 at 11 at offces of Meeres, 
Nicholas st, Bristol 
Lister, Joseph, Batley, York, Shoddy Dealer. 
Wooler, Exchange bl'ng-, Batley 
Mackenzie, John, Waterioo, Northumberland, Master Mariner. 
Dec 16 at 12 at «fiices of Gillespie and Co, Westgate rd, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. Purdy, Mo: peth 
Martin, Robert, Ryton, Durham, Grocer. Dec 19 at 3 at offices of 
Chartres and Co, Grainger st West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Mason, Alfred, Ancoats, Manches‘er, Grocer. Dec 23 at 3 at officss of 
Chew and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 
Melville, James, Manchetter, (omm ssion Agent. Dec 22 at 10 at 
Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Rideal, Manchester 
McEvoy, Wilham, Dudley, of no business. Dec 18 at 11 at offices o! 
tehouse, Oastle st, Dud'ey 
Millington, Richard, Liscard, Chester, Boot and Shoe Maker. Dec 18 
at 3 at offices of 8t+phens and Danger, Castle st, Liverpool 
Mosely, Mary, Moss Side, Lancaster, Milliner. Dec 17 at 3 at offices 
of Lamb, St Pe'er’s +q, Manchester - 
Mothersill, James, sen, Manchester, Linen Manufacturer, Deo 19 at 
ui offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, Manchester 
uloaster, George, Birmingham, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 
xu +6 at 12 at fllces of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
lulreaney, Hugh, Manchester, Grocer. Dec 18 at 3 at offices o Ship- 
bey and Field, Cooper st, Manchester 
yers, Frederick, Leicester, Grocer. Dec 19 at 12 at County Court 
oe, Winekiey st, Preston, Fryer, Preston 
. mae, Hountietheh, Forniture Dealer. Dec 15 at 3 at offices 
rowne an a ide. 
Old Brow » Queen st, Cheapside. Barnett, Palmerston bidgs, 
n, James, Bathford, Somerset, Baker, Dec 18 at 12 at offices of 


at 


Dec 19 at 2 at offices of 


Dec 15 at3 at offices of Perry, 


Dec 13 at 
Dec 18 at 


Dec 19 at 10 at offices of 





a and — crengate bigs, Bath ; 
eston, nr Hounslow, Builder. Dec 17 at 2 at the 
Townhall, Brentford. Pocock, Basinghall st 


Nicholas, John, sen, Lower Hegdon, Hereford, Farmer. Dec 16 at 2 at 
offices of Cave, Bromyard 

Nixon, Sarah, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, out of business, Dec 12 at 2 at 
offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Norton, Robert, Montacuté, Somerset, Farmer. Dec 16 at 12 at offices 
of Watts, Yeovil 

Osborn, William, Burwash, Sussex, Market Gardener. Dec 23 at 12 at 
the Camden Hotel, Tanbridge Wells. Philcox, Burwash 

Nutter, George, Gillett st, Kingsland, Zinc Worker. Dec 12 at 11 at 
Offices of Goatly, Westminster Bridge rd 

Pearl, Edwin Joon, Wickford, Essex, Farmer. Dec 18 at 2 at the Lion 
and Lamb Hotel, Duke st, Chelmsford. Peckham and Co, Knight 
Rider st, Doetors’ commons 

Pennington, Frederick, Newton-le-Willows, Lancaster, Nurseryman. 
Dee 22 at 2 at offices of Darlington and Sons, King st, Wigan 

Peterson, Benjamin, Leyland, Lancaster, Builder. Dec 19 at 3 at offices 
of Whitfield, Townhall, Chorley 

Pomroy, Walter Joseph, Wrotham, Kent, Farmer. Dec 22 at 1.30 at 
offices ot Knocker, London rd, Sevenoaks 

Pyrah, William, Bradfori, York, Builder. Dec 17 at 3 at Alexandra 
Hotel, Gt Horton rd, Bradford. Berry and Robinson, Bradford 

Quay, Robert Frederic, Bethnal green rd, out of business. Dec 22 at 
10.30 at offices of Greening, Fenchurch st 

Redfern, John, Abercrombie villas, Hampstead, School Proprietor. 
— 22 at 3 at Mullens’ Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Downing, Basing- 

all st 

Reed, George Owen, Eastbourne, Sussex, Carman. Dec 17 at 11 at 
Gildridge Hotel, Terminus st, Eastbourne. Kirtland, Eastbourne 

Richardson, Edward, Oldham, Tailor. Dec 18 at 8 at offices of Han- 
chett and Watson. Church lane, Oldham 

Rickerby, John, York sq, Stepney, Seed Merchant. Dec 15 at 2 at 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Bassett, City 


rd 

Riley, John, Northwich, Chester, Baker. Dec 15 at 1.30 at Patten Arms 
Hotel, Warrington. (Green and Dixon, Northwich 

Roberts, Richard, Pentreucha, Denbigh, Farmer. Dec 19 at 12 at 
Castle Hotel, Conway. James, Llanrwst 

Salmon, Charles Whippie, Bishopston, Gloucester, Accountant. Dec 
15 at 11 at offices of Nurse, Corn st, Bristol 

Sexton. John, Oswestry, Salop, Grocer. Dec 19 at 12 at Wrexham 
Hotel, Church st, Oswestry Bradley, Wrexham 

Stott, John, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler. Dec 19 at 11 at 
offices cf Willeock, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Smith, Robert, Leicester, Joiner. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Wright, 
Gallowtree gate, Leicester 

Smith, George, Durham, Tailor. Dec 16 at 3 at Trader’s Association, 
Grainger st Wes’, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Richardson, Newcastle- 
upon-'I'yne 

Slater, Robert, ard Robert Slater, jun, Sussex pl, South Kensington, 
Butchers. Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Button and Co, Henrietta-st, 
Covent Garden 

Sigley, John, Lavister, Denbigh, Builder. Dec 19 at 12 at offices of 
Churton, E«stgate bldgs. Chester 

Sides, Thomas, Openshaw, nr Manchester, Grocer. Dec 22 at 3: at 
the Mosley Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester. Chew and Sons, Man- 
chester ; 

Shepstone, Oliver William, Bedminster, Bristol, Grocer. Dec 19 at 1t 
at offices of Atchley, Clare st, Bristol 

Twizell, William, North Shields, Hardwareman. Dec 18 at 2.30 at 
offices of Adamson, Howard st, North Shields 

Trinder, Walter George, Cricklade, Wilts, General Dealer. Deo 22 at 3 
at offices of Boodle, Albion bldgs, New Swindon 

Tebb, John, Kingston-npon-Hull, Chemist. Dec 18 at 1 at offices of 
Walker and Spink, Pirliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Uawin, William, Covent Garden Market, Nurseryman. Dec i9 at 2 at 
offices of Russell, Old Jewry chambers 

Vawser, Josiih, March, Cambrfdge, Farmer. Dec 18 at 1 at the Griffin’s. 
Hotel, March. Wise, March 

Walley, Herbert, Hanley, Stafford, Bookseller. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
Hawmshaw, Albion House, Hanley < 

White, Edward, Worksop, Hotel Manager. Dec 17 at 3 at the 
Incorporated Law Society, Aldine ct, High st, Sheffield. Porrett, 
Sheffield 

Wicket, Titus, Dover st, Dairyman. 
Co, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Wilkinson, Walker, Batiey, York, Wheelwright. Dec 19 at 11 at offices 
of Stapleton, Union st, Dewsbury 

Willis, Johnson Thomas, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufactorer. 
Veco 18 at 3 at offices of Benning and Son, King st, Luton 

Willmott, Albert, and Joseph Clark, Bristol, Coal Merchants. Dec 17 
r a offices of Young and White, Clare st, Bristol. Stanley and Co, .. 

risto! 

Woodrow, Frederick Jchn, Wrexham, Schoolmaster. Dec 19 at 4 at 

the offices of Sherratt, Bryn-y ffynnon-Newydd, Regent st, Wrex- 


ham 
Woodward, John, Leeds, Grocer. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of Lodge, Park 


row, Leeds 
Wolley, Robert, Birkenhead, Mason. Dec 17 at 2 at offices of Moore 
Dec 15 at 3 at the King’s 


Dec 20 at 1 at offices of Jones and 


Duncan st, Birkenhead 

Yeo, William Cooke, Redcar, York, Builder. 
Head Hotel, Darlington 

Tvugspay, Dec. 9, 1879. 

Allen, Joseph, Northleach, Gloucester, Carpenter. Dec 29 at 12 at 
offices of Chesshyre, Regent st, Cheltenham 

Anderton, Richard, Salford, Lancaster, Packing Case Maker. Dec 29 
at 3 at offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Archer, Agnes, Hilton, Derby, Farmer. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of* 
Hextall, Full st, Derby 

Ash, Thomas, Wedmore, Somerset, Turf Cutter. Dec 20 at 2at the 
George Hotel, Highbridge, Brice, Burnham 

Atha, Joseph Richard Spurr, Dewsbury Moor, York, Florist. Dec 1? 
at 3 at offices of Stapleton, Union st, Dewsbury 

Axcell, Walter Robert, Marine Town, Sheerness, Grocer. Dec 19 at 3: 
at offic’s of Stallon, E¢ward st, Bank's Town, Sheerness 

Baker, William, South Norwood, Surrey, Butcher. Dec 19 at 4 at the 
Goat House Hotel, Penge rd, South Norwood. Armstrong, Chancery 
ane 

Baron, James, Southport, Lancaster, Engineer. Dec 23 at 2 at offices. 
of Welsby and Co, Lord st, Southport 
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“Baum, Henry, Bat'ey, York, Farmer. Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Ridgway, 


Wellington st, Batley 
Peers ‘William, Megor, Monmouth, Grocer. Dec 18 at 12 at offices 
of Parsons, High st, Bristol. David, Newport 
Beevers, David, Mextrough, York, Boat Owner. Dec 19 at 11 at 
offices of Weir, Main st, m. Evans, Rother! 
Biolletti, James san, Simones, a Dec 24 at 2 at offices 
of Davies, the Temple, Dale at, 
Bloxam, John Henry, Harrogate, York, Glass Dealer. Dec 22 at 12 at 
offices of Richardson and Byron, Harrogate 
“Booker, William Gezring, Inglesham, Wilts, Farmer. Dec 23 at 10 
at offices of Boodle, Albion buildings, New Swindon 
Booty, Alfred Frederick,.Sandey Comb lane, Twickenham, Dealer in 
Tea, Dec 19 at 3 at offices ot Haynes and Son, Grecian chambers, 
Devereux court, Temple 
Braithwaite, Edmund, Stockton-on-Tees, Ironmonger. Dec 18 at 1 at 
the Station Hotel, York. Newby and Co, Stockton-on-Tees 
Bridge, Richard Preston, Salford, Lancashire, Printers’ Machinist. 
Dee 19 at 3 at offices of Peacock and Gracie, Cross st, Manchester 
Brittain, Frederick, 2nd James Still, Deptford, Kent, Builders. Dec 17 
at 3.30 at offices of Bristow and Shephard, Cannon st 
Buckley, William, West Gorton near Manchester, Saddler. Dec 23 at 
3 at offices of Woodall and Marriott, Norfolk st, Manchester 
Bulmer, James, Filey, York, Farmer. Dec 24 at 2at offices of Richard- 
son, Church st, Filey 
Burrows, Joseph, Cardiff, Currier. Dec 23 at 2 at the Grand Hotel, 
Bristol, Morgan and Scott, Car diff 
Burton, John, Nottingham, Joiner, Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Brittle, 
St Peter’s chambers, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 
Cadman, James, Coa!pit Bank, Salop, Builder. Dec 31 at 11 at the 
Wrekin Hotel, Wellington. Newill, Newington 
Carefoot, Thomas, Longridge, General Commission Agent. Dec 24 at 
11 at the County Court Office, Winckley st, Preston. Parry, Preston 
Chester, James, Threshfield, York, Farmer. Dec 24 at 11 at the Ship 
Hotel, Skipton. Paget, Skipton 
Clay, Henry, R by, York, Innkeeper. Dec 23 at 11 at the Golden 
Lion Hotel, Northallerton. Fowle 
Clayton, William, Stockport, Painter. Dec 19 at 3 at the Duke of 
Westminster Coffee House, Middle Hillgate, Stockport 
Clifton, Herbert Gratton, Bedford, Grocer. Dec 23 at 12 at offices of 
Whyley and Piper, Dame Alice st, Bedford 
Connolley, James, Luton, Kent, Fitter, Dec 20 at 11 at offices of Nor- 
man, Ordnance terrace, Chatham 
Cullen, Edward, James, Lincoln, Accountant. 
of Page, jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln 





Dec 22 at 11 at offices 


Dawson, Alfred, Blomfield pl, Shepherd’s Bush, Hosier. Dec 23 at 4 
at offices of Mason, Maddox st, Regent st 
en, Charlies Frederick, Salford, Lancaster, Brewer. Dec 22 at3 


at offices of Potter and Lowe, Mosley st, Manchester 

Draper, Giles, Birmingham, Cab Proprietor. Dec 22 at 12 at offices of 
Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Egan, Michael Fennelly, Birmingham, Provision Merchant. Dec 19 at 
3 at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Whitehouse, 


Dudley 
Evans, George, Birmingham, Bicycle Fittings Maker. Dec 20 at 11 at 
Dec 15 at the Queen’s 


at offices of Boraston, Ann st, birmingham 

Evans, Robert, Talyilyn, Merioneth, Draper. 
Hotel, Chester, io lien of the place originally named 

Fatkin, Southern, Low Walker, Northumberland, Provision Dealer. 
Dec 19 at 2 at offices of Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne 

Fear, Benjamin, Berkeley, Gloucester, Cooper. Dec 22 at 11 at the 
New Inn Hotel, Gloucester. Sheppard, Gloucester 

Fernihough, Charles, Alrewas, Stafford, Farmer. Dec 19 at 3 at offices 
of Duignan and Co, the Bridge, Walsall 


Foale, William, Kiegston-upou-Hull, Wine Merchant. Dec 18 at 2.30 


at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Todd, 
Kingston-upon-Hull 
Freeman, George, Horselydown, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Dec 18 





————— 
Bieron, George, Lyndhurst grove, Peekham, Paper Hangings 
Dee 24 at 2 st offices of Torr, Coleman st Dal, 
Hindle, Frederick, and Matthew Knapton, Bradford, York, Groen, 
Dec 19 at 3 at Creditor’s Association, Parkioson’s chbrs, Market, 
Bradford 
Holland, William, Butterwick, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 19 at 11 At Offic 
of Rice and Co, Main ridge, Boston 
Holliday, William, Workington, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Deg Way 
at offices tnd sunatte — st, hye rag aati 
Hollings, Richard, an bomas Hollings, 1s, Costume 
Dec 19 at 3 at offices cf Pulian, Bond st Leeds “ Mary 
Hollyoak, John, Bedworth, Warwic eer house Keeper. 
at (ffices of Neale, Hay lane, Covent Dee 19x 
Huggett, George, Thorpe, Derby, Innkeeper. Dec 18 at 2 at Bell Hoty, 
Derby. Flint, Derby 
Deo 2 a; 














Jenks, William, Lower Broughton, Manchester, Grocer. 
at the Thatched House Hotel, Market st, Manchester, Ponta, 
Liverpool 

Johneon, Sarah Jane, and William McKenzie, Bristol, Dra; De 

19 at 2 at offices of Tricks, Broad st, Bristol. Ward, Bris! 

Johnson, William, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Dec 29 at 3 at Offleg of 
Nuttall and Son, John Dalton st, Manchester 

Jones, John John, Lianberis, Carnarvon , Grocer. Dec 19 at 11 at ofiy 
of Allanson, Bron Seiont, Carnarvon 

Jones, William, Gwem Sulson, Carnarvon, Farmer. Dec 22 at}, 

Pn Genes Fair ead Decherd Sone Basingha’ 

oseph, George Juds’., and Bernhard Kortosk, i I 
chants, Dec 24 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. en alee 
bldgs, —— st 

Joyce, Peter, Heckmondwike, York, Fishmonger. Dec 19 at 3 at ty 
Sir Robert Peel Inn, Heckmondwike. Mitcheson, Heckmondwiky 

Keen, Walter, Hungerford, Berks, Hay Dealer. Dec 19 at 11 at oficy 
of Goulter, Hungerford 

Kirkby, Robert, Newgate, York, Clothier. Dec 19 at 11 at officay 
Jones, Coney st, York 

Kitson, Jackson, Huddersfield, Cartwright. Dec 22 at 11 at cfficgs of 
Milnes and Swift, New st, Huddersfield 


Leader, William Frederick, Westgate, Wakefield, Fich Merchu, 
Dec 19 at 11 at offices of Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 
Leedham, Emily, Tatburn, Stafford, Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 1! abate 
of Drewry, High st, Burton-on-Trent 
Lloyd, Charles Mitchell, Sleaford, Lincoln, Miller. Deo 19 at dy 
offices of Page, jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln 
Lloyd, John, Yeguborwen, Carmarthen, Farmer. 
offices of Rees and Co, Thomas st, Llanelly 
Lucas, Francis. Birmingham, Painter. Dec 19 at 11 at offices of 8. 
gent and Son, Bennett's hiil, Birmingham 
Mandleberg, Joseph, Manchester, Manufacturer of Waterproof Gu. 
— Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Sampson, South King st, Mw 
chester 
Marriott, George Wiliiam, Bluntisham, Huntingdon, Grocer, Dey 
at 11 at the Fountain Hotel, Huntingdon. Maule 
Mathews, William Henry, Bournemouth, Outfitter. Dec 19 at3x 
the Grand Hotel, Broad st, Bristol. Trevanion, Poole 
Mellor, George, Storthes, Huddersfield, Grocer. Dec 17 at 3 at off 
of Welsh, Queen st, Huddersfield 
Metcalf, Richard, Northallerton, York, Coach Builder. Dec 22 ail 
at the Golden Lion Hote], Northallerton. Fowie, Northallerton 
Monks, John, Bristol, Stone Merchant. Dec 22 at 2 at offices of Olire, 
Albion chambers, Newport 
Morris, Henry, Howden, York, Surgeon. Dez 23 at 3 at offices” 
Green, Howden 
Osborne, John Spencer, York buildings, Adelphi, Wine Merchat. 
Dec 22 at 2 at the Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s inn fields. Cotta, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Owens, John, Leominster, Coach Builder, Dec 22 at 11 at officesi 
Gregg, Broad st, Leominster 
Pain, William, Winchester, Wine Merchant. Dec 22 at 2 at officesd 
Adams and Co, Jewry st, Winchester 
Palin, Frederick, Middlewich, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. Dec 
at 11.30 at offices of Green and Dixon, Castle st, Northwich 
Palmer, John Whittle, Isle Abbotts, Somerset, Yeoman. Dec 18 at th 
Townhall, Yeovil, in lieu of the place originally named 
Peat, Job, Buxton, Derby, Joiner. Dec 30 at 3 at offices of Bennet 
and Co, Terrace rd, Buxton ; 
Peel, Samuel, Sittingbourne, Kent, Brick Merchant. Dec 22 at 2% 
the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. West, Queen Victoria st 
Pepper, Edwin, Norwich, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 20 at 12 at office! 
of Kent, St Andrew’s Plain, Norwich 
Perrott, Clement Hamil, Rotherham, York, Stove Grate Mannfactaret. 
Jan 2 at 2 at offices of Badgers and Co, Moorgate st, Rotherham 
Pocock, Walter Charlee, Church rd, Islington, Bottled Beer Merchatt. 
Dec 30 at 11 at Guildhall Tuvern, Gresham st. Thomson all 
Edwards, Moorgate st 
Power, Daniel, Tipton, Devon, Farmer, Dec 23 at 2 at Dolphin Hot, 
Honiton. Every 
Price, John Underwood, Birmingham, Gun Action Maker. Dee 19 atli 
at offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmingham 
Rayner, William John, Framlingham, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 27 atid 
Crown and Anchor Hotel, Framlingham, Pollard, Ipswich 
Reynolds. George, Glenn Parva, Leicester, Farmer. Dec 22 at li 
offices of — and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Riley, William, Blackburn, Mil Manager, Dec 19 at 3 at offices! 
Backhouse, St John’s place, Blackbara 
Robinson, Ellen, Sammerhouee, Durham, Licensed Victualler. Dee !! 
at 11 at offices of Barron, High row, Darlington 
Salter, William, Webber st,*Lambeth, Shop Front Builder. Jan ! atl! 
at Ashle’ys Covent Garden Hotel, Henrietta st. Button and 0, 
Henrietta st 
Sanders, Annie Lambert, Ticehurst, Sussex, Grocer. Dec 31 at $a 
Guildhall Coffee-house, Gresham st. Lamb and Evett, Brighton 
Sargent, John, Eynesbury, Huntingdon, Cattle Dealer. 30 at 39 

























Dec 22 at ily 



























































br 3 at the Guildball Tavern, Gresham st. Stanley, Austin- 
riars 
Fry, Isaac, Chippenham, Wilts, Grocer. Dee 22 at 2.30 at the Angel 
Hotel, Chippenham. Bartrum and Bartlett, Bath 
Fuchs, Peter, Hemingford rd, Barnsbury, Baker. Dec 19 at 4 at offices 
of Miles, King Edward st, Newgate st 
“Gardiner, George, Aldgate, Optician, Dec 22 at 3 at offices of Lee, 
Gresham bldgs, Basinghali st 
Gash, John, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 20 at 10 at offices of Page, jun, 
Flaxengate, Lincoln d 
Gibbs, John, jun, I'fracombe, Devon, Innkeeper. Dec 29 at 2 at the 
Golden Fleece, Barn:taple. Fox, Iifracombe 
Gibson, Matthew, Preston, Buiider. Dec 23 at 11 at offices of Turner 
and Son, Fox st, Preston 
Goold, Thomar, Swaffham, Norfolk, out of business, Dec 31 at 11 at 
offices of Palmer, Swaffham 
Gorman, William, }Bedminster, Bristol, Butcher. Dec 19 at 12 at 
offices of Benson and Carpenter, Bank chambers, Corn st, Bristol 
Grabham, Gecrge Sawtel!, Ilminster, Auctioneer. Dec 19 at 11 at 
offices of Pau), Court Barton, Ilminster 
Grainger, Jame-, Wolverhampton, Licensed Victualler. Dec 30 at 11 
at offices of Gatis, King st, Wolverhampton 
Green, William, York, Shopkeeper. Dec 23 at 12 at offices of Wilkinson, 
St Helen’ssq, York 
Greenhill, Jabez, Wraxha!l, Dorret, Dairyman. Dec 20 at 12 at offices 
of Watts, Yeovil 
Haines, Robert, Crosby, Leicester, Carrier. Dec 28 at 11 at offices of 
Wright ond Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Halling, John, Kingston-npon-Hull, Plumber. Dec 22 at 11 at offices 
of Stead and Sibree, B ——— Kingston-upon-Hall 
Hames, Thomas John Hunt, Hinton st, Mary, Dorset, Farmer. Dec 
19 at 12 at the Swan Inn, Sturminster. Lock and Son 
H arrison, William, Kingswinford, Stafford, Engine Driver. Dec 16 at 
}1 at offices of Addison, High st, Brierly Hill 
Haweood, Charles Samuel, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, Clothier, 
Dec 29 at 3 at offices of Reader, Holborn viaduct 
: ML erdman, Nicholas Rewcastle, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Grocer. | 
Dec 16 at3 at offices of Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 





at Cross Key’s Hotel, 8t Neots. Stimson, Bedford 
Seed, Sarah Ann, Clitheroe, Laneaster, Tailor, Dec 30 at 10s 

at the Cld Bull Hotel, Church st, Blackburn. Eastham, 
eroe 
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“shaw, Henry Marsden, Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Merchant. 
Pec 2at 4 at the Imperial Hotel, Huddersfield. Bottomley, Hud- 


haw, William, Preston, Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 11 at offiecs of Thompson 
: Craven, Lune st, Preston 
mith, Charles, Breighton, York, Farmer, Dec 22 at 2at the Old Swan 
Hotel, Selby. Rhodes, Sherburn r 
Edward Thornton, and John Francis Burton Smith, Lydney, 
Gloucester, Ironmongers. Dec 24 at 1] at offices or Pruen, Regent st. 
Cheltenham 
Solomons, Joseph, Cambridge rd, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 19 
at 3 at offices of Chalk, Finsbury circus : 
Spencer, Charles, Crewe, Labourer. Dee 20 at 11 at offices of Pointon, 
‘Albert chmbrs, Church side, Crewe 
Stearns, William, Gloucester, Hating House Keeper. Dec 19 at 11 at 
offices of Franklin, Berkeley st, Gloucester 
Stone, George Sydney, Lympsham, Somerset, Coai 
Dec 23 at 11 at of offices Smith, Werton-super-Mare 
Stubbs, William, Sutton-ie-March, Lincoln, Farmer. 
officee cf Wood, New st, Louth 
Swaffiield, Frank Herbert, Bridport, Dorset, Tailor. 
offices of Loggio and Nantes, Barrack st, Bridpor* 
Tanner, Edwin, Gloucester, Builder. Dec 23 at 3 at the 
Ram Hotel, Southgate st, Gloucester. Taynton and Sons, Glou- 


Merchant. 
Dec 3) at 12 at 
Dec 18 at 11 at 


cester 

Thomas, William Edward, Devon's rd, Bromley-by-Bow, Grocer. Dec 
17 at 12 at offices of Cooper ana Co, King’s Arms yard, Coleman st. 
Hoezeldine and Co, Coleman st 

Tolley, Walter, Aston Manor, Warwick, Cab Proprietor. Dec 22 at 3 at 
offices of Jacques, Temple row, Birmingham 

Toogood, Edward, Bridgewater, Baker, Dec 24 at 12 at offices of Reed 
and Cook, Kiog sq, Bridgewater 

Utting, George, Earith, Huntingdon, Grocer. Dec 22 at 11 at offices of 
Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Wadsworth, John, Guiseley, York, Baker. Dre 22 at 3 at offices of 
Lodge, Park row, Leeds 

Wakhora, Clif on John, Harby, Leicester, Baker. Dec 22 at 12 at 
offices of Blackwell, St Peter’s Church walk, Ncttingham 

Whiting,-Jobn Lincham, Chicheley, Buckingham, Farmer. Dec 22 at 
12 at the Swan Hotel, Newport Pagnell. Bull, Newport Pagnell 

Whitley, Richard John, Nottingham, Tobacconist, Dec 31 at 3 at offices 
of Whittingham, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Williams, Philip, Birmingham, Huckster. D.c 18 at 12 at offices of 
Jagger, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Williams, William, Green’s Norton, Northampton, Builder. 
11 at the Talbot Hotel, Towcester. Whitton, Towcester 

Yorke, John Southwell, Metheringham, Linco'n, Grocer. Dec '8 at the 
County Court Offices, Bank st, Linco)n, in lieu of the place originally 
named 


Dec 22 at 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Tnvalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
RHICKENED yet WEAKENED With starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
¢han such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 

ast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
— Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 
aibited. 

In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR. G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOUMSBURY 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
‘Will be glad to forward his new Pampblet gratis an4 post-free, which 


explains the only pertectly painless system of adapting ARTIFICIAL 
TEETH (protected by Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent), which 


have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Paris 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New York 
4853.—Consultation daily free. 


EDE AND 530N 


ROBE oak MAKERS 
ENT 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
@o Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY S CLERGY GOWNS, BC 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 











ONEY. — LONDON and WESTMINSTER 

LOAN and DISCOUNT COMPANY (iimited).—ADVANCES 

made without fees in sums of £10 to £500 on Personal Security, 

, Furniture, Bille of Sale, Foreign Stocks, Bonds, Reversions, 

and Life Policies. Prospectuses gratis, or sent on application. Offices, 
62, St. Martin’s-lane, London, W.C. CHARLES HILLS, Secretary. 


M OXEX promptly Advanced on Personal Security, 
‘ Bills of Sale, Freeholds, Leaseholds, Stocks, Shares, Bonds 
Life Interests, Annuities, Reversions, or other security, ayable by 
instalments. No preliminary fees.—REAL and PERSONAL ADVANCE 
COMPANY (Limited). Established 1856. 3, Tavistock-street, Covent- 
garden.—J. Woot.ett, Secretary. 


TO SOLICITORS. 

‘J‘HE METROPOLITAN BOARD of WORKS is 
akout to appoint an Assistant in the Solicitors’ Department of 
the Board. The gentleman to be appointed must be an admitted 
Solicitor, experienced in and qualified to conduct litigious business in 
the Common Law and Chancery Divisions of the High Court of Justice, 
and also to support prosecutions by the Board at the Police Courts 
under the Metropolitan Building Acts. The Salary attached to the 
office will be £300 a year. Applications for the appointment must be 
by letter, and must contain ful! particulars of age, qualifications, and 
experience; they must also be accompanied by testimonials as to 

character, business capacity, and other qualifications. 
Applications must be addressed to Tae CLERK OF THE METROPOLITAN 
BoarD oF Works, Spring-gardens, London, 8.W., not later than Tues- 
day, the 23rd of December next. No person under twenty-five or over 








| forty-five years of age will be eligible. 





J. E. WAKEFIELD, Clerk of the Board. 
Spring-gardens, S.W., 6th December, 1879. 


HORTHAND CLERKS.—Two Wanted, in a 


Solicitor’s Office.—State ful) particulars and salary required, to 
Lex, Warburton’s, 4, Gracechurch-street, E.0. 


AW CLERK.—Wanted, by a Firm of Solicitors ia 

the City, a Clerk who writes a good hand and can give good 

references as to character.—Address W., care of Messrs. Dawson & 
Sons, 121, Cannon-street, City, E.C. 


AW.—WANTED, by a Solicitor (28), a Situation 


with view toa Partnership. Several years’ experience as manag- 
ag clerk.—Address G., 26a, Bury-street, St. James’s, London, 8.W. 


AW.—City Firm of good standing, and holding 

several public appointments, require an Artieled Pupil. 

Premium 120 guineas.—Apply to Lex, care of sharratt & Cree, 9, Colee 
man-street, E.C, 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Auzsert Sr. Pavn 

{ M.A. Oxon), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for theirPreliminary, 

Intermediate, and Fina] Examinations, either privately, or in class, 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11. Staple-inn, London, W.C. 


N R. INDERMAUR (Clifford’s Inn Prizeman, 

Editor of the Law Student’s Journal, and Author of Various 
Works for Law Students) receives pupils for all iega! Examinations, 
or reading both in class and privately, and also pre students 
through the post. The number in each class is limited to12. At the 
Final (Solicitors) for last five terms in succession, pupils have taken 
Honours. During that time 68 sent up, of whom 61 passed, 10 of these 
taking Honours.—For terms and further particulars apply, personally 
or by letter, to Mr. Inpermaur, 22, Chancery-lane, London, ~ 


INTS on ADVOCACY.—By a BARRISTER. 


Second Edition (revised and enlarged). Price 5s. 
Warertow Bros, & Layton, 24, Birchin-lane, London 





























Now ready, price 9d. . 
T= LAW ALMANACK for 1880, Published by 
Tuomas Scorr, Warwick-court, Holborn; Aamitron & Co., 
Paternoster-row ; and sold by all Law Booksellers and Stationers. 


Now ready, Sixth Edition, Price 10s. 6d, 
UIDE to the PREPARATION of BILLS of 

COSTS, containing Practical Directions for Taxing Costs in 
Chancery Division, Precedents of Costs in all the Divisions of the High 
Court of Justice, Precedents of Costs in Crown Office, Conveyancing, 
County Court, House of Lords, Lunacy, Privy Council, Probate Division 
(Non-Contentious), and under Winding-up Acts, the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, &c., &c. To which is added the Rules and Orders 
relating to Costs and Fees under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act. 
With a copious Index to the Solicitor’s Charges and Court Fees. By 
THOMAS W. PRIDMORE, one of the Principal Clerks in the Chancery 
Taxing Master’s Office of her Majesty’s High Court of Justice, 

Lonpon : Published by WATERLOW & SONS, Lu«rrep, 
London Wal), Great ee E.C., and 49, Parliament-street, 


VHE ARTICLED CLERK’S JOURNAL and 
EXAMINER (edited by EDWARD HENSLOWE BEDFORD). 
Test Papers on “ SreruEn’s Commentaries” and “ Foutggs’ Action 
at Law.” The December number of this paper, published on Monday, 
the 15th inst., will contain a Leading Article on “ Uses and Trusts ” ; 
Test Papers on Latin Grammar and Arithmetic for the next Preliminary, 
on Stephen’s Commentaries for the Intermediate, and on Foulkes 
Action at Law for the Final Examinations; Digest of new Statutes and 
Recent Cases, Reports of Law Students’ Societies, Correspondence, &¢. 
Price 6d., by post 64d., annual subscription, 6s., obtainable through 
al] publishers end bocksellers, or at the Office, 9, King’s Bench-walk, 
Temple, E.C. 
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W. MAXWELL & SON'S LAW PUBLICATIONS. 


Now ready, price £1 12s., cloth. 
AVIDSON’S PRECEDENTS in OCONVEY- 
ANCING. Vol. IV. Turrp Epirion. Containing Wills and 
Appointments of New Trustees. By CHARLES DAVIDSON and 
THOMAS KEY, of Lincoln’s-inn, Esqrs., Barristers-at-Law. 
Just published, price 1s, 6d., post-free. 
5 ge on the EQUITABLE DOCTRINE of 
ELECTION. A Tractate on the Rule of Practice in English Law, 
embodying what is known as the Equitable Doctrine of Election, being 
an Introductory Sketch of the Subject for the Use cf Students. By 
JOHN C. H. FLOOD, of the Middle Temple, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
In 1 vol., 8vo, price £1 10s., cloth. 
LOOD on WILLS of PERSONAL PROPERTY. 
A Treatise on the Law of Wi'ls relating to Personal Property, 
and Subjects appertaining thereto. By J. C. H. FLOUD, of the 
Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 


Price 18s., cloth. 
AVIDSON’S CONCISE PRECEDENTS.— 
Eleventh Edition. Concise Precedents in Conveyanciug, adapted 
to the Act to amend the Law of Real Property, 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106: 
with Practical Notes and Observations on the Act, and onthe Act for 
ths Cesser of Attendant Terms. By CHARLES DAVIDSON, Esq., 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Barri-ter-at-Law, and late Fellow of Christ’s College, 
Cambridge; and HENRY T. 8. DICEY, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. 
In 2 vols., 8vo, price £2 10s., cloth. 
EY and ELPHINSTONE’S COMPENDIUM of 
PRECEDENTS in CONVEYANCING. Comprising the Forms 
required in Ordinary Practice. By THOMAS KEY, one of the Editors 
of “‘ Davidson’s Precedents; ” and HOWARD WARBURTON ELPHIN- 
STONE, formerly Lecturer to the Incorporated Law Society ; both of 
Lincoln’s-inn, Barristers-at-Law. 





W. MAXWELL & SON, 
LAW PUBLISHERS AND BOOKSELLERS. 
29, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





*,* A Catalogue of Standard Works and Reports Post-free on applica « 
% tion. 





Complete in 94 vols., royal Svo. 

HE LAW REPORTS, 1866—-1875, issued under 
authority of the Inecrporated Council of Law Reporting for 
England ard Wales. The Publishers beg to announce that the Statutes 
for the years 1869, 1870, and 1871, which for a considerable period were 
out of print, having been lately reprinted, they are now again enabled 
to offer complete sets of the Law Reports for these years on favourable 

terms, and invite applications for further particulars. 

London: Wm. Crowes & Sons, 51, Carey-street. Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


, UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. | 
[HE following are the Dates at which the several 
EXAMINATIONS inthe UNIVERSI1Y OF LONDON ‘or the 
year 1880 will commence :—- 
MarricuLation,—Morday January 12, and Mcnday June 21, 
BacHELok or Ants.—First B.A , Monday July 19. 
Second B.A., Monday October 25. 
Master or Arts.—Branch I., Monday June 7; Branch IT., Monday 
June i4; Branch III., Monday June 21. 
Doctor oF LitERATURE.—First D.Lit., Monday June 7. 
Second D.Lit., Tuesday December 7. 
SornrpTuRAL ExaMINATIONS.—Tuesday November 23. 
BacHELOR OF SC1encE,—First B Sc., Monday July 19. 
Second B.Sc., Monday October 18. 
po oF a yD the first twenty-one days of June. 
ACHELOR OF Laws.—First Lu.b. 
Second Lu.B. ; Monday January 5. 
Doctor or Laws.—Thursday January 15, 
ACHELOR OF MerpIcInE.—Preliminary Scientific, Monéay July 19, 
First M.B., Monday July 26. 
Second M.#., Monday November 1, 
BACHELOR oF SurGERY.—Tuesday November 23. 
Master 1n SurceRy.—Monday November £2. 
Doctor oF Mzpicine.—Monday November 22. 
Sussecta Retatine To Pusric HEALTH.—Monday December 13. 
BacwEtor or Mousic.—First B.Mux., Monday December 13. 
Second B.Mus., Monday December 20. 
Doctor or Music.—First D.Mus., Monday December 13. 

The Regulations relating to the above Examinations and Degrees 
may be obtained on application to Taz REGISTRAR OF THE UNIVER- 
SITY OF LonpDon, Burlington Gardens, London, W. 

ARTHUR MILMAN, M.A., Registrar. 

December 9, 1879. 


OYAL COURTS of JUSTICE.—Cause and 

Appeal Lists and all Official Papers for Chancery and Common 

Law Divisions supplied to Subscribers at £2 2s. per annum.—Tsomas 
Scorr, 1, Warwick-court, Holborn, 


ODEL SETS of OFFICES.—8 or 16 Rooms. 

Two self-contained sets of premises, 14 and 15, Union-court, 

Old Broad-street, to be Let. Strong-room and all conveniences.— 
Mesers. Desgnnam, TEwson, & FARMER, 80, Cheapside, E.C. 


ESSRS. THURGOOD & OO., Estate and Land 
pi Agents, Surveyors and Auctioneers, Lonsdale Chambers, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C., hold PERIODICAL SALES, at the MART, of ail 
classes of Property, the Second Tuesday in each month. Valuaticns 
for Probate, Mortgages, &c. 
A printed scale of charges will be sent on application. 














SSS 
Sales for the Year 1880. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, 

& CO. beg to announce that the following DAYS have been 

fixed for their SALES for the ensuing year, to be held at the AUG. 
TION MARY, Tokenhouse-yard:— 


Wednesday, Jan, 14 Friday, May 7 Wednesday, Jaly % 
Wednesday, Jan. 28 Wednesday, May 19 Wednesday, July 28 
Wednesday, Feb. 11 Friday, May 21 Wednesday, Aug. 4 

Wedaesday, Feb. 25 Wednesday, June 2 Wednesday, Aug, tt 





Wednesday, March 3 
Wednesday, March 10 
Friday, March 26 
Wednesday, April 7 
Friday, April 16 
Wednesday, April 28 


Other appointments for Special Sales can be arranged. 
Nos. 5 and 6, Lancaster-place, Strand, W.C., and 18, Old Broad. 
street, E.C. 


IFE POLICIES for SALE.—Important Sale by 
the Liquidators of the City of Glasgow Bank.—There will be ex. 
posed to PUBLIC SALE, within the FACULTY of PROCURATORY 
HALL, St. George’s-place, GLASGOW, on MONDAY the 22nd, an@ 
TUESDAY, the 23rd, days of DECEMBER, 1879, beginning at 
TWELVE o’clock at noon, EIGHTY-SIX POLICIES of ASSURANCE 
ou the lives of persons whose ages vary from 29 to 80 years. The 
policies will be exposed separately one by one. Aggrevate amount 
assured, £9,961 3s. 7d.; aggregate amount of annual premiums, 
£3,097 132. 8d. Im some cases the premiums have been redeemed, 
Aggregate surrender value as at May, 1879, £26,199 193, 

For particulars and a printed copy of the articles of sale, with a de 
tailed list of the policies, apply to the Liquidators, in Glasgow and 
Edinburgh ; or to 

Messrs. DAVIDSON & LYME, W.S., Edinburgh ; 
Mess's. CLARKE, RAWLINS, & CLARKE, 66, Gresham-house, 
Old Broad-street, London, Solicitors; 
or to Messrs. McGRIGOR, ODONALO, & CO., Writers, 172, St. Vincent. 
street, Glasgow, who have the policies themselves and the Bank’s 
titles thereto. 


The City of Glasgow Bank, Glasgow, 26th November, 1879. 


prusrt HER SALE of POLICIES by the Liquida- 

tors of the City of Glasgow Bank.—After the Sale of the Policies 
above advertised, there will be exposed to SALE, on TUESDAY,| the 
23rd instant, POLICIES on a life aged 58; aggregate amount insured, 
£129,889 18s, 8d,; aggregate amount of premiums, £4,806 Is. 91. The 
surrender values as on the 23rd instant are being ascertained. Thes? 
policies are all in offices of the highest standing, and some of them ere 
of old date. They will be exposed separately. 

Particulars will be supplied as stated in the foregoing advertisement. 

Glasgow, lst December, 1879, 


Wednesday, June 23 | Wednesday, Sept, 24 
Wednesday, June 30 Wednesday, Oct, 20 
Wednesday, July 7 Wednesday, Noy, 17 
Wednesday, July 14 Wednesday, Dee, 15 


Wednesday, June 16 | Wednesday, Aug, 25 




















DRURY-LANE. 
Excellent Freehold Investment equivalent to a Ground-rent. 
M ESSRS. HARVEY & DAVIDS will SELL by 

AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Bank of England, 

E.C., on WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 17th, 1879, at TWO o'clock pre- 

cisely, the substantiallv-erected FAEEHOLD SHOP and PREMISES, 

known as No. 14, Clare-court, Drury-lane (a first-class business 

thoroughfare), let to a good tenant, who has occupied the premises fur 
the last forty years at a rental of £50 per annum. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained at the Mart, E.C.; 


of 

H. A. EDGAR, Esq., Solicitor, 38, Bucklersbury ; 
and of Messrs. HARVEY & DAVIDS, Auctioneers, 117, Bishopsgate- 
street, Cornhill, £.C. 








SALES FOR THE YEAR 1880. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARMER 
beg to announce that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business Premises, Building 
Land, Ground-rents, Reversions, Shares, and other Properties, will be 
held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of England, 
in the City of London, as fo!lows :— 
Tuesday, Jan, 6 Tuesday, May 4 
Tuesday, Jan. 20 Tuesday, May 11 
Tuesday, Fed. 3 Tuesday, May '8 
Tuesday, Feb. '7 Tuesday, May 25 
Tuesday, March 2 Tuesoay, June 1 
Tuesday, March 9 Tuesday, June 8 


Tuesday, July 27 

Tuesday, August 3 
Tuesday, August 10 
Tuesday, August 17 
Tuesday, August 24 
Tuesday, ‘August 3l 


Tuesday, March 16 Tuesday, June 15 Tuesday, October 5 
Tuesday, March 23 Tuesday, June 22 Tuesday, October 12 
Tuesday, April 6 Tuesday, June 29 Tuesday, October 19 
Tuesday, April 13 Tuesday, July 6 Tuesday, Nov. 2 
Tuesday, April 20 Tuesday, July 13 Tuesday, Nov. 16 








Tuesday, April 27 Tuesday, July 20 Tuesday, December? 

Auctions can also be beld on other days besides those above specified. 
Due notice in any case should be given, in order to insure proper pub- 
licity ; the period between such notice and the auction must, of 
course, considerably depend upon the nature of the property intended 
to be sold.—80, Cheapside, London, E.C. 


ESSKS. DEKKNHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
LIST of ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 

Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free ofcharge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, EC. 
or wil! be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for inse’~ 
tion should be received not later than four days previous to the end 
of the preceding month. 
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DeH eH Ooeteoe? 


